Google 


This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  generations  on  library  shelves  before  it  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 
to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

It  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 
to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 
are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  difficuk  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  marginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 
publisher  to  a  librai'y  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  this  resource,  we  have  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parties,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 

We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  files  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  from  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attribution  The  Google  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  informing  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 
countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  it  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  habihty  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful,  Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  books  while  helping  authors  and  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  the  full  text  of  this  book  on  the  web 


at  http : //books . google . com/ 


The    Primitive   Church 

AND  THE 

See  of  Peter 


0(fya  aUUt 

SYDNEY  F.  SMITH,  8  J. 

Inqiriinatur. 

HKRBBRTU8   CARDINALIS   VAUQHAN, 

ABCHIEFI8COFUB    WESTUONASTEBIBNSIS 


The  Primitive  Church 


AND  THE 


See  of  Peter 


BY   THE  REV. 

LUKE     RIVINGTON,    M.A. 

MAGDALEN  COLLEGE,   OXFORD 


WITH  AN  INTRODUCTION 

BY  THE 

CARDINAL  ARCHBISHOP  OF  WESTMINSTER 


LONDON 
LONGMANS,    GREEN,    AND     CO. 

AND  NEW  YORK :  15  EAST  le"-  STREET 
1894 

A II    rlfkti    rturvd 


V^. 


te'^    M-otyyv^, 


INTRODUCTION 
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CARDINAL  ARCHBISHOP  OF  WESTMINSTER 


Op  course  we  desire  to  convert  all  men — especially  our 
own  countrymen,  as  lo\'ing  them  best — to  the  Catholic 
Ueligion.  Could  it  be  otherwise  P  We  believe  the 
Cathohc  reli^on  to  be  the  one  only  true  religion, 
founded  by  Jesus  Clirist  upon  the  Hock.  We  should 
fail,  then,  in  love  for  God  did  we  not  strive  to  extend 
His  Kingdom,  which  is  His  Church  upon  earth  ;  and  in 
love  for  our  neighbour,  did  we  not  endeavour  to  per- 
suade him  to  become  one  of  (rod's  liegemen  and  a  sharer 
with  us  in  the  Divine  Ufe  of  the  Faith  and  of  the  Sacra- 
ment*. It  is  no  matter  of  doubt  or  of  indifference  tliat 
is  at  stake,  but  absolutely  the  most  vital,  the  most  per- 
sonal, the  eternal  interest  of  man. 

But  any  kind  of  conversion  will  not  do.  The  con- 
version must  be  real,  genuine,  and  based  on  solid 
grounds.  That  is  to  say,  it  must  rest  not  only  upon 
<!onviction,  but  upon  a  right  conviction,  a  conviction 
rooted  in  the  right  fundamental  principle.  To  come 
into  the  Cathohc  Cliurch  simply  on  account  of  the 
beauty  of  her  ceremonial,  the  reasonableness  of  this  or 
that  set  of  doctrines  aud  practices,  or  her  veneraljle 
antiquity  and  her  attractive   traditions,  or  as  a  mere 
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refuge  firom  persons  or  systems  tliat  have  bred  dis- 
satisfaction and  disti-ust,  is  lo  enter  the  Church  without 
a  conviction  rooted  in  the  right  fundamental  principle. 
What  is  that  principle  ?  Simply  this  :  that  the  Catholic 
Church  is  the  Divine  Teacher,  set  up  in  the  world  by 
Jesus  Christ,  and  tiiat  our  attitude  towards  her  must 
be  that  of  a  Disciple.  The  Disciple  does  not  pick  and 
choose  according  to  his  taste,  nor,  when  the  Divine 
Teacher  is  once  accepted,  can  he  be  ruled  by  private 
judgment  and  understanding.  Our  Ix)rd  Himself  shows 
us  this  by  His  own  method  of  procedure.  When 
He  had  aunounced,  *My  Flesh  is  meal  indeed,  and 
My  Blood  is  drink  indeed,'  many  said,  *This  saying 
is  hard,  and  who  can  hear  it  ?  And  after  this  many 
of  His  Disciples  went  back  and  walked  no  more  with 
Him.  Tlien  Jesus  said  to  the  twelve,  **  Will  you  also 
go  away  ?  "  And  Simon  Peter  answered  Uim,  *'  Lord, 
lo  whom  shall  we  go  ?  Thou  liast  the  words  of  eternal 
life.  We  have  believed  and  have  known  tliat  lliou 
art  the  Christ,  the  Son  of  God'"  (John  vi.).  Christ, 
therefore,  gave  no  countenance  to  tliose  who  would 
beheve  only  that  which  was  agreeable  to  their  notion 
of  fitness  or  possibiUty.  He  gave  them  no  explana- 
tion of  how  His  Flesh  and  BUwd  were  to  be  eaten 
and  drunk.  Ue  demanded  this,  and  Lliis  alone,  thai, 
they  should  recognise  the  Divine  Teacher,  and  having 
foimd  Uim,  that  they  should  take  up  their  due  position 
aa  learners  or  disciples.  There  was  no  compromise, 
no  halting;  if  unwilling  to  accept  this  fundament-al 
principle,  the  position  of  a  Disciple,  they  might  all  go 
away,  aye,  even  the  twelve.     The  vital  question,  then. 
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is,  Where  is  llie  IMvine  Teacher  ?  Some,  prompted  by 
private  motives,  with  subtilty  and  sophistrj-,  evade  the 
question,  or  answer  it  In  a  way  to  leave  themselves 
an  escape  from  the  plain  obligation  of  a  disciple.  Their 
aim  is  to  stay  as  they  are.  To  them  the  Cliurch  is  a 
vast  organisation  incapable  of  articulate  speech,  or  it  is 
made  up  of  branches,  each  of  which  has  an  independent 
voice,  but  without  any  one  living,  visible,  audible 
auihority  to  control  the  whole. 

Now  it  is  best,  in  lliis  matter,  to  come  to  close 
quarters,  and  to  deal  with  a  definite  member  of  the 
Clnirch — namely,  with  the  Head.  If  the  Church  is 
visible  at  aJI,  it  must  have  a  visible  Head,  at  least  as 
visible  as  the  body  itself.  It  is  the  essential  business 
of  the  head  to  speak  and  direct.  It  controls  the 
body,  according  to  certain  divine  laws.  It  secures 
to  the  whole  unity  of  thought  and  of  action.  Without 
its  presence  and  influence  the  members  must  either 
fall  mto  dissolution  or  destroy  one  another.  Where, 
then,  ia  the  visible  Head  of  the  Catholic  Cliurch  ?  For 
a  thousand  years  the  English  people  professed,  with 
one  accord,  the  Pope  to  be  their  religious  Head.  They 
acknowledged  one  centre  of  authority,  the  See  of  Peter  ; 
were  led  by  one  Supreme  Shepherd,  t!ie  successor  of 
Peter;  and  they  were  consequently  united,  by  the  pro- 
fession of  the  same  Faith  and  Sacraments,  in  one  re- 
ligion, with  the  whole  of  Christendom. 

There  is  one  passage,  so  aptly  setting  forth  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Catholic  Church,  in  a  letter  from  King 
Edward  n.,  a.d.  1314,  directed  to  the  Sacred  College  of 
Cardinals,  during  the  vacancy  of  the  Holy  See,  that  I 
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quote  it  not  only  for  its  own  infrinsic  merit,  but 
showing  the  Ix-lief  of  the  English  nation. 

'  When  Jesus  Christ,  the  only  begotten  Son  of  God, 
had  consummated  the  mystery  of  man's  redemption, 
and  was  about  to  return  to  His  t'ather,  lest  He  should 
leave  the  fiook  He  had  bought  with  the  price  of  His 
Blood  bereft  of  the  government  of  a  sheplierd,  He  de- 
livered over  and  entrusted  the  care  of  it,  by  an  immu- 
table ordinance,  to  blessed  Peter  the  Apostle,  and  ia 
his  person  to  his  successors,  the  Roman  Pontiflfs,  that 
they  may  govern  it  in  succession.  He  willed  that  the 
Roman  Church,  who,  for  the  time,  presiding  aa  the 
Mother  and  Mistress  of  all  the  faithful,  holds,  as  it 
were,  the  place  of  God  upon  earth,  should  by  salutary 
teachings  direct  the  peoples  of  the  said  flock,  scattered 
over  the  whole  world,  in  the  way  of  salvation,  and 
show  them  at  all  times  how  they  should  behave  them- 
selves in  the  house  of  God'  (Wilkins,  vol.  ii.  p.  460). 

Three  hundred  years  earlier  King  Edward  the  Con- 
fessor notiBes  in  a  solemn  charter  the  extraordinary 
devotion  which  the  English  people  had  ever  had 
towards  St.  Peter  and  his  successors :  '  summam  devo- 
tionem  quam  habuit  semper  gens  anglornm  erga  eum 
[Petrum]  et  vicarioa  ejus  '  (Wilkins,  vol.  i.  p.  319). 

And  three  hundred  years  before  that,  again,  Bede 
was  teaching  and  writing  that  *  Whosoever  shall  separate 
himself  in  any  way  whatsoever  from  the  unity  of 
Peter's  ffuth,  and  from  his  communion,  can  neither 
obtain  pardon  of  his  sins  nor  admission  into  heaven  * 
{Horn,  xxvii.  Giles). 

The  lesson  of  history  teaches  unmistakably  that  the 
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jUnity  of  the  visible  Church  can  be  preserved  only  by 
itfl  normal  union  with  iu  visible  Head. 

The  Churches,  planted  among  different  and  antago- 
nistic races  and  tongues — for  instance,  the  French,  the 
German,  the  Italian,  the  English  Churches — are  all  one 
in  Faith  and  the  Sacraments,  through  their  submission 
to  the  See  of  Peter. 

So  long  as  the  spiritual  authority  and  headship  of 
the  Pope  wa«  recognised  by  the  English  people,  they 
remained  united  in  creetl  and  reli^on.  It  was  not 
Canterbury,  but  Rome  that  was  the  source  and  the 
touchstone  of  unity.  Though  after  the  apostacy  of  the 
sixteenth  century  the  names  of  the  old  sees  were  re- 
tained, with  their  accumulated  wealth,  their  extensive 
>atronage,  their  State  protection,  Canterbury  and  the 
rest  of  them  were  unable  to  hold  the  Knglish  people  in 
unity  of  faith  and  practice  for  a  single  generation. 
Tliough  backed  up  by  the  sovereign  and  the  whole 
legislative  power  of  England,  and  by  a  code  of  the 
most  drastic  penal  laws,  they  were  speedily  reduced  to 
the  pitiable  condition  of  seeuig  the  people  fall  away 
from  them  in  all  directions.  The  nation  that  had  l>een 
conspicuous  for  its  religious  unity  during  a  thousand 
years  became,  from  the  moment  it  rejected  the  authority 
of  the  Holy  See,  a  by-word  throughout  Europe  for  re- 
ligious rebellion  and  sporadic  dissent.  Had  there 
been,  as  we  arc  assured  by  some,  no  essential  change 
in  religion,  but  only  a  healthy  reform  and  a  purifica- 
tion from  errors  and  abuses,  how  came  it  to  pass  that 
this  purified  and  perfected  religion  began  its  career 
by  falling  into  discredit  with  the  people  of  England, 
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and  to  sucli  an  extent  tliat  religious  dissent  has  be- 
come quite  as  characteristic  of  the  last  300  years  in 
lihgland,  as  religious  unity  atid  peace  had  been  of  all 
the  preceding  ages  of  our  history  ?  I  will  only  add 
that  the  leaders  of  the  Established  Cliurch  ueed  not 
tliTow  the  blame  of  this  upon  the  English  people.  Had 
the  various  countries  of  the  Continent,  wliich  are  still 
united  in  one  faith,  withdrawn,  like  England,  from  the 
guidance  of  the  Cliief  Shepherd,  they  loo,  like  England, 
would  long  since  have  been  similarly  torn  to  pieces  by 
religious  strife  ai»d  discord. 

The  recent  revival  of  Catholic  doctrines  and  prac- 
tices in  the  Church  of  England  is  very  wonderful.  It 
is  a  hopeful  sign.  It  is  a  testimony  to  the  patristic 
dictum  that  the  human  raiud  is  '  naturally  Cliristian.'  It 
exhibits  a  yearning,  and  a  turning  of  the  mind  and heait 
towards  the  Catholic  Cliurch.  It  is  a  ualioual  clearing 
the  way  for  something  more,  and  is  to  be  regarded 
as  a  grace  from  above.  It  may  be  all  this ;  but  it  is  not 
3'et  obedience  and  submission  to  the  Divine  Teacher. 
A  whole  cycle  of  Catholic  doctrines  might  be  picked  out 
one  by  one  and  strung  together,  and  paasionately  pro- 
fessed, upon  grounds  of  private  judgment;  but  that  is 
not  subiuiesion.  It  is  one  thing  to  recognise  that  the 
pasture  is  sweet  and  wholesome,  and  another  tiling  to 
recognise  and  to  obey  the  voice  of  the  Shepherd. 
Goats  may  enter  into  the  pastures  of  the  sheep,  and 
may  select  at  will  the  herbs,  the  grasses  and  clovers 
they  most  fancy,  and  may  doubtless  deeiu  tliem  sweet 
and  delicious  ;  but  this  does  not  ccjtuititute  them  sheep 
of  the  fold.    The  sheep  hear  the  voice  of  their  Shep- 
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herd  and  they  follow  Uim.  He  chooses  the  pastures ; 
He  leads  His  sheep  into  them.  Tlie  relations  of  sheep 
and  Shepherd  correspond  to  those  of  disciple  and 
Teacher.  And  hence  it  is  clear  that  no  one  ought  to 
be  received  into  the  Catholic  Church  unless  he  come 
into  the  fold  through  the  pate,  of  which  Peter,  the  chief 
shepherd,  is  the  keeper. 

Indeed,  I  may  add,  tliat  people  who,  through  ncgli- 
igence  or  inadvertence,  have  been  admitted  into  the 
Church  without  having  mastered  tlie  fundamental 
doctrine  that  they  are  to  be  disciples  and  learners  of  a 
living  Divine  Teacher,  are  apt,  upon  encountering 
temptation,  scandal,  contradiction,  or  disappointment, 
to  leave  her.  They  had  indeed  been  within  the  fold, 
but  they  were  not  of  it,  because  they  had  never  really 
recognised  tlie  Shepherd. 

A  word  on  two  classes  of  difHcuIties  raised  against 
the  Catholic  Churcb  by  her  professional  opponents. 

First,  intellectual  difficulties :  no  doctrine  is  free 
from  them,  not  even  the  existence  of  God  and  the  im- 
mortality of  the  soul.  Difficulties  arise  from  the  limi- 
tation of  our  faculties,  from  mists  of  ignorance,  from 
prejudices,  antipathies,  and  sinful  conduct.  Tlie  eun 
is  shining,  but  we  see  it  not  while  dense  fogs  or  clouds 
and  storms  interpose  between  it  and  ourselves.  We 
Bee  it  not  when  our  vision  has  become  gravely  affected, 
or  when  we  close  otir  eyes.  It  is  a  common  practice 
with  the  opponent**  of  the  Catholic  Church  to  endeavour 
to  hold  souls  back  by  arraigning  before  ihem  a  multi- 
tude of  difficulties  and  objections  against  the  doctrines 
of  the  Church.    To  this  two    things  may  be  smd. 
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First,  it  would  be  easy  to  string  together  a  most  for- 
midable array  of  difficulties  quoted  and  exaiiiiiK^d  by 
Catholic  theologians  in  their  great  scientific  works  on 
theology.  Bui  it  is  obvious  that  it  would  be  uecessar}' 
to  be  a  trained  theologian,  or  to  spend  a  lifetime  in 
research,  were  it  needful  to  give  detailed  answers  to 
them  ■  all.  Then  there  are  works,  like  those  of  Dr. 
Littledale  and  others,  written  in  order  to  blind  and 
mislead :  made  up  of  calumnies,  misquotatious,  and  a 
calculated  admixture  of  truth  and  error.  These  are 
often  intended  to  shock  and  alienate  the  moral  sense 
quite  as  much  as  the  intellectual.  If  they  do  not 
finally  succeed  in  this,  at  least  they  may  succeed  in 
creating  perplexity,  anxiety,  and  delay. 

Now,  insti>ad  of  entering  into  a  maze  of  objections, 
into  a  labyrinth  of  difficidties,  a  shorter  and  more 
satisfacton,'  course  should  be  taken.  Find  the  Divine 
Teacher,  find  the  Supreme  Shepherd,  find  the  Vicar  of 
Christ.  Concentrate  all  your  mental  and  moral  facul- 
ties upon  finding  the  Head  of  God's  Cliurch  upon  earth. 
This  is  the  key  to  the  situation.  The  learned  work  to 
wluch  these  words  serve  as  introduction  is  intended 
to  aid  this  inquiry,  by  setting  forth  for  tliis  doctrine 
various  of  its  re-asonable  motives  of  credibility.  Konly 
you  find  the  Divine  Teacher,  you  may  leave  all  objec- 
tions to  the  doctrines  he  t«aches  to  answer  themselves. 
And  if  you  find  him  not,  then  answers  to  the  difficul- 
ties brought  against  his  teaching  will  go  for  little. 

Secondly,  moral  difiicultiea  have  to  be  met — in- 
gruned  antipathies,  traditional  prejudices,  fears  aud 
anxieties:  fear  to  olfeud  aud  grieve  parents,  guides, 
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and  loved  ones  ;  fear  of  temporal  consequences,  loss  of 
station,  of  influence,  of  fortune,  possibly  poverty  and 
want;  anxieties  as  to  whether  the  call  be  of  God, 
whether  to  trust  Him  without  clear  insight  into  the 
future;  perplexities  as  to  the  difference  between  the 
motives  of  credibility  and  the  divine  certainty  of  faith. 
All  these  are  very  real  and  sharp  trials  ;  but  these,  or 
others,  are  to  be  expected,  for  it  la  said,  *  Son,  when 
thou  comest  to  the  service  of  God,  stand  injustice  and 
in  fear,  and  prepare  thy  soul  for  temptation.  Humble 
thy  heart,  and  endure  ;  incline  thy  ear,  and  receive  the 
words  of  understanding,  and  make  not  haste  in  the  time 
of  clouds.  Wait  on  God  with  patience  ;  join  thyself  to 
God  and  endure,  that  thy  life  may  be  increased  in  the 
latter  end '  (Ecclus.  ii.). 

Faith  is  a  gift  of  God.  No  man  can  acquire  faith 
by  study  alone,  as  by  his  own  skill.  *  No  man  can  come 
to  Me,  unless  it  be  given  him  by  My  Father '  (John  vi.). 
Or,  to  quote  the  Council  of  Trent : 

'  If  any  man  saith  that  without  the  prevenient  in- 
spiration of  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  without  His  help, 
man  can  believe,  hope,  love,  or  be  penitent  as  he 
ought,  so  as  that  the  grace  of  justification  may  be  be- 
stowed upon  him,  let  him  be  anathema*  (Sess.  vi.). 

The  motives  of  credibility  wliich  may  be  learnt 
by  reading  and  study  do  not  produce  the  absolute  and 
perfect  certainty  of  faith.  They  lead  a  man  to  see  that 
the  objects  of  faith  are  worthy  of  belief;  they  shuw 
him  that  he  is  under  an  obligation  to  give  to  them  tlie 
SMcnt  of  faith.  But  it  is  grace,  it  is  God,  wlio  iuspiree 
the  soul  with  the  pious  inclination  to  believe,  the  '^ki 
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affecHo  ad  credendum.'  The  certainty  of  faith  resis,  not 
indeed  upon  tlie  motives  of  credibility,  or  upon  facts  or 
arguments  Uiat  may  or  may  not  be  evident  in  them- 
selves, but  upon  the  veracity  of  God  Who  has  revealed 
them. 

Or,  as  the  Vatican  Council  defines  it : 
*  Faith  is  a  supernatural  virtue,  whereby,  inspired 
and  assisted  by  the  grace  of  GK)d,  we  believe  that  the 
things  which  He  has  revealed  are  true;  not  because  of 
the  intrinsic  truth  of  the  things,  viewed  by  the  natural 
light  of  reason,  but  Irecause  of  the  authority  of  God 
Himself  Who  reveals  them,  and  YiHio  can  neither  de- 
ceive nor  be  deceived.' 
And  again : 

'  Though  the  assent  of  faith  is  by  no  means  a  blind 
action  of  the  mind,  still  no  man  can  assent  to  the 
Gospel  teaching  as  necessary  to  obtain  salvation, 
without  the  illumination  and  inspiration  of  the  Holy 
Ghost,  V<nxo  gives  to  all  men  sweetness  in  assenting  to 
aud  in  believiag  the  truth.  Wlierefore,  faith  itself, 
even  when  it  does  not  work  by  charity,  is  in  itself  a 
gift  of  God,  and  the  act  of  faith  is  a  work  appertaining 
to  salvation,  by  which  man  yields  voluntary  obedience 
to  God  Himself,  by  assenting  to  and  co-operating  witli 
His  grace,  which  he  is  able  to  resist.' 

And  further  on  the  same  Council  declares  : 
'  That  we  may  be  able  to  satisfy  the  obligation  of 
embracing  the  true  faith  and  of  constantly  persevering 
in  it,  God  has  instituted  the  Church  .  .  .  which  both 
invites  to  itself  those  who  do  not  yel  believe,  and 
assures  its  children  that  the  faith  which  they  profess 
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rests  on  the  most  firm  foundation ;  and  its  testimony  is 
efficaciously  supported  by  a  power  from  on  high.  For 
our  merciful  Lord  gives  His  grace  to  stir  up  and  to  aid 
those  who  are  astray,  that  they  may  come  to  a  know- 
ledge of  the  truth  ;  and  to  those  whom  He  has  brought 
out  of  the  darkness  into  His  own  admirable  light  He 
gives  His  grace  to  strengthen  them  to  persevere  in  that 
light,  deserting  none  who  desert  not  Him  '  {Cap.  de 
Fide). 

AU  this  shows  that  the  assent  of  fsuth  is  concerned 
with  the  will  as  well  as  with  the  intellect,  and  that  a 
man  who  is  seeking  to  come  to  a  knowledge  of  that 
article  of  faith  which  declares  that  God  has  left  a  Divine 
Teacher  to  guide  men  safely  in  the  affairs  of  salvation, 
must  give  himself  to  prayer  and  to  humble  repentance 
and  contrition  as  much  as  to  study  and  to  reading. 
'  The  prayer  of  him  that  humbleth  himself  shall  pierce 
the  clouds,  and  he  will  not  depart  till  the  Most  High 
behold'  (Ecclus.  xxxv.). 

HERBERT  CARDINAL  VAUGHAN, 
Archbishop  of  Westminster. 
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Tbb  pArticular  theory  opposed  in  this  book  lies  at  the  root 
of  the  controversy  which  we  are  forced  to  carry  on  with  oar 
Anglican  friends  on  the  subject  of  Charch  government  at  tha 
present  moment.  It  is  the  theory  of  the  lawful  independence 
of  National  Chnrches.  Even  the  Ma(;na  Charta  has  been 
enlisted  in  the  service  of  this  theory  by  bo  able  and  respected 
a  writer  as  Lord  Selbomc.  The  expression  '  Let  the  Aiiglicau 
Charch  be  free  *  is  held  by  his  Lordship  to  express  the  deter- 
mination of  the  Church  of  England  in  that  century  to  be 
independent  of  Papal  jurisdiction.'  The  present  jarisdiction 
of  the  See  of  Canterbury  is  referred  to  the  general  qaestion  of 
the  independence  of  National  Churches  by  so  eminent  a  writer 
as  Dr.  Stabba."  Mr.  Gore  goes  so  far  as  to  deduce  from  the 
[teaching  of  St,  Cyprian  the  fundamental  independence  of 
each  bishop  in  the  whole  world.'  And  the  present  Archbishop 
of  Canterbury  writes  that  the  '  individual  independence  of 
elected  bishops '  was  the  Cyprianic  doctrine,  but  that  it  is 
applicable  only  to  '  States  which  have  not  that  intimate  union 
rith  the  Church  which  the  ideal  of  a  Christian  nation 
requires.*  *  In  otiier  words,  the  ideal  condition,  according  to 
lis  Grace,  is  the  independence,  not  of  each  bishop,  but  of 

A  Df/enetoftfu  Chunk  <^ Bngtaad.hyl^nDAM.  Earl  of  Selborne.  fourth 
iboQ,  1S68.    He  Uji  emphasU  on  Ube  expntsioQ  ^  Jiog/iieiui*  as  bbougli  U 
Snvdvtd  Indrpendsuca  of  Roam.  p.  9. 

*  Eaatfm  Church  Aatoeiation  Paptrt,  Ho.  1, 

*  A.  C.  Claims,  p.  117,  third  edition. 

*  I>ia.  ^  Chr.  Diog.  (bnuUi  and  WAoe),  art.  ■  Cypriao.' 
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each  national  Church.  And  this  was  certainly  the  doctrine 
or  some  of  the  most  eminent  teachers  in  the  Establishment  in 
previous  centuries,  as  for  instance,  Biebop  Overall,  the  author 
of  part  of  the  Catechism  in  the  Chnrch  of  England  Prayer- 
book.' 

And  this  ideal  of  independence  is  asserted  to  be  the  teach- 
ing of  history,  the  natural  ontcome  of  the  principles  which 
are  to  be  discovered  especially  in  the  primitive  Church. 
T}tere,  we  are  told,  there  was  no  dependence  on  Rome  ;  tkerc 
was  no  shadow  of  centralisation  to  be  seen  ;  there,  if  the  Pope 
comes  at  times  to  the  Iront,  it  is  as  Ute  occupant  of  a  See, 
great  by  reason  of  its  relation  to  the  empire,  not  because  of 
any  special  relation  to  the  Apostolic  College.  It  was  with  this 
ideal  of  independence  that,  according  to  Dean  Church,  the 
Oxford  movement  was  in  speoia!  and  profound  sympathy.' 

In  the  following  pages,  tho  doctrine  set  forth  by  John 
Peekham,  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  in  hia  famous  letter  to 
King  Edward  the  First,  as  that  of  tho  Church  of  England,  is 
maintained  as  the  teaching  of  the  primitive  Church.^  It  is, 
(if  couroe,  perfectly  true  that  Magna  Charta  spoke  of  the 
Anglican  Church  being  fi-ec ;  bat  the  freedom  claimed  and 
granted  was  not  from  the  authority  of  the  Pope,  but  from  the 
lawlesanoas  of  the  king — in  a  word,  it  involved,  amongst  other 
ihingSr  freedom  to  appeal,  when  necessary,  to  Borne.*  '  The 
Anglican  Cliurch  '  at  that  time  eignified  a  religious  body  in 
the  closest  communion  with  Bome,  and  under  her  obedience 
in  spiritual  matters.  For  in  that  same  Charter,  tho  Arch- 
bishop of  Canterbury  is  called  a  Cardinal  oj  tlie  Holy  Jioman 

*  B«e  lbs  tb«slB  of  his  Cmvocettion  Book, 

*  Oxford  Movmmtni,  p.  911.  Be  alaoqaotu  {p.  47)  Uamll  Froadft's  nhyiog 
(IttmaaUf  •dtt*d  faj  J.  K*b1n),  rix.  '  Jitt  an  j^ivA  up  a  Nftlional  Charch,  ftnd  h«Te 
a  ml  one.'  t^  if  a  natianal  Cliurch  m«ui«  laek  of  dlaoiplino.  Doaa  Oliurch 
tliinkii  Ihmi  the  Oxiorit  luovemeDt  purged  Uit  "»*''>"«'  Cbunli  of  iU  deepar 
Iaa]lc 

*  Hee  qQoUtion  from  thia  latter,  infra,  p.  181. 

*  (lunie  *nyti  tlinl  by  Mnffna  ChartA  'all  eliackt  on  appeali  w«rt  rwnOTad.* 
Hq  is  spcaJtitig  of  appeals  lo  Bomt. 


AUTHORS   FREPACE. 


XIX 


Churchy  and  the  next  words  to  those  qaoted  by  Lord  Selborne 
proelaim  the  fact  that  the  confirmation  of  '  the  lord  Pope 
Innocent*  had  been  'obtained'  for  tiiis  very  matter.'  It  ia 
Di&intaiued  in  this  book  that  the  close  communion  with  Borne 
which  the  Church  of  England  thus  avowed,  and  which  it 
cherished  during  all  thoee  centuries  from  St.  Augustine  to 
the  sixteenth  century,  ts  a  principle  deeply  embedded  in  the 
life  of  the  primitive  Church, 

But  when  we  say  that  Papal  BUpremacy  is  found  deeply 
embedded  in  the  Ufe  of  the  primitive  Church,  what  do  we 
exactly  mean  ?    No  one  who  appeals  to  the  primitive  Church 
profesBes  to  find  in  her  actiuil  Ufe  a  literal  tianscript  of  his 
own  present  position.     Natioual  Churches  certainly  did  not 
exist  in  Europe ;  it  would  be  hard  to  say  what  could  be  in- 
cluded   under   the   national  Church  of  Borne.     Tlie   appeal 
must  be  to  something  else  than  a  primitive  preeentatiou  of 
the  form  and  outward  appt-arunce  of  any  system  in  the  nine- 
|ioentb  century.    What,  then,  do  we  ourselves  mean  when  we 
flay  that  the  Papal  regime  was  in  existence  m  the  earliest 
beginnings  of  Cliristianity  ?     The  question    realty  is  as  to 
whether  the  alleged  counterpart  in  the  early  Church  differs 
from  its  successor  in  the  present,  in  substance,  in  principle, 
in  essential  features.    Is  the  difference,  for  instance,  between 
the  Papal  rtgime  of  to-day  and  the  position  of  the  Papaey  in 
the  first  four  centuries  of  the  Christian  era  more  than  between 
the  oak  and  the  acorn  ?    Does  the  difference  between  the  two 
rgue  a  dissimilarity  of  constituent  elements,  or  is  it  merely  the 
necessary  difference  between  various  stages  of  normal  growth  ? 
On  meeting  some  one  whom  we  have  not  seen  since  his 
childhood  we  are  often  coustraiued  to  exclaim,    '  1  should 
never  hare  known  it  to  be  you  ! '    Yet  it  is  the  same  person 
whom  Almighty  God  brought  into  the  world  as  an  infant, 
rhoae  powers  and  appearance  have  thos  developed.     This 

'    Vi*.  oocoenuDg  the  «leation  of  bishopa. 
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simile  of  tlio  child  and  the  grown  man,  m  well  a«  that  of  the 
oak  ajid  tho  acorn,  was  adopted  in  regard  to  the  Church  by 
St.  Vincent  of  Lerins,  the  author  of  the  formula  (though  not 
of  the  truth)  of  the  '  alwaye,  everywhere,  and  by  ail,'  as  a  test 
of  truth  not  yet  defined. 

And  yet  an  idea  has  taken  hold  of  many  minds  to  the 
effect  that  when  Br.  Newman  wrote  his  book  nearly  fifty  years 
ago,  now  calM  '  The  Development  of  Christian  Doctrine,'  he 
was  strikinR  out  a  new  theory,'  instead  of  merely  illastrating, 
with  that  force  which  belonged  to  the  greatest  religions  genius 
of  this  countrj',  the  theory  on  which  the  Church  has  always 
proceeded  in  teaching  Christian  hititory.  His  first  title  may 
he  thought  to  countenance  the  idea ;  but  the  second  correcta 
it.  And  St.  Vincent  of  Lerins  iu  a  sufficient  witness  that  the 
theory  which  Cardinal  Newman  bo  expanded  and  illustrated 
was  not  new  even  in  the  fifth  century. 

Dr.  Dollinger  only  reflected  the  general  teaching  of  the 
Church  when  he  wrote,  sixty  years  ago,  with  his  usual  felicity 
.  of  expression,  the  following  passage  : 

'  Like  all  other  essential  parts  of  the  constitntion  of  the 
Church,  the  supremacy  wae  known  and  acknowledged  from 
the  beginning  as  a  divine  institution,  but  it  required  time  to 
unfold  its  faculties ;  it  assumed  by  degreen  the  determined 
form  in  which  the  Bishop  of  Borne  exercised  q^tcmatically 
the  authority  ontriiBted  to  him  for  the  preeervatioo  of  the 
internal  and  external  unity  of  the  Church.' ' 

And  some  years  afterwards  the  same  writer  says  of  the 
Papacy : 

'  Its  birth  begins  with  two  mighty,  pregnant,  and  far* 
reaching  words  of  the  Lord.  He  to  whom  these  words  are 
odthreseed  realises  tfaem  in  his  person  and  in  his  acts,  and 
transplants  the  institute  to  which  be  has  been  appointed  into 

'  Cf.  Cftnou  Driitht's  LrMMU/Wm  (he  X.itw  of  Tkrt*  Ortat  Faihtn  (Pr«- 
fut),  wbcre  ho  UHiunm  Ibis. 

*  Gachiehtt  dtr  ekristtiehen  Kirehe  (1685),  toL  i.  p.  3BS 
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the  centre  of  the  infant  Church,  to  the  Boman  capital  itself. 
Here  it  grows  tip  in  Rilence,  occulto  relitt  arlmr  t^vo ;  and  in  the 
earliest  times  it  manifestfi  itself  only  in  particolar  traita,  till 
the  ontlinefl  of  the  ecclesiastical  pover  and  action  of  the  Bishop 
of  Home  become  ever  clearer  and  more  definite.  Already  even 
in  the  times  of  the  lioman  Empire  the  Fopc8  are  the  guardians 
of  the  whole  Church.' ' 

I  venture  to  call  this  view  of  the  matter  more  in  accord 
with  history  than  that  proposed  by  the  respected  writer 
to  whom  I  have  alluded,*  which  in  edoct  preacinds  all  real 
development  from  the  action  of  the  Papacy,  if  it  ia  to  bo 
acknowledged  as  of  divine  institution. 

It  is  the  repudiation  of  the  necessity  of  a  real  development 
which  seems  to  me  the  greatest  blot  in  a  book  which  appeared 
last  year  under  the  auspices  of  the  Bishop  of  Lincoln,  who  baa 
made  himself  I'csponsiblo  for  its  general  accuracy  as  well  as 
its  thesis.  I  have  incorporated  in  this  hook  an  answer  to  the 
main  points  of  that  work.  I  have  not,  however,  included  an 
account  of  the  Acacian  troubles,  becanse  I  have  dealt  with 
these  elsewhere ;  *  but,  in  point  of  fact,  ihe  teaching  of  the 
Council  of  Chalcedon  (with  which  this  book  closes)  is  such  as 
to  establish  the  fact  that  the  law  of  Christian  life  is  commimion 
with  Borne,  and  any  seeming  exceptions  must  he  treated  as 
ench,  and  must  not  be  quoted  as  establishing  a  principle  of 
action  in  the  future.  To  the  history  of  that  council  I  venture 
to  draw  the  especial  attention  of  the  reader,  because  I  am  not 
Bwore  of  any  English  work  that  contains  as  full  an  account  of 
its  various  acts.  And  it  is  only  by  seeing  certain  expressions 
iu  their  context  that  their  full  value  con  be  gauged,  aa  esta- 
liliahing,  not  what  St.  Leo  claimed  (though  that  has  its  value), 

'  The  Ctiurch  and  (ht  Churches,  p.  8!.    Eng.  trans. 

'  Drijtht'B  Lntont,  <£c. 

■  In  the  Dublin  Btvuw  for  April  lS9d,  when  I  bftv«  ibowD  that  oom- 
Disnlon  h«'t«'M-n  Rotnt-  u\i  the  East  was  not  brokon  oil  at  tliBt  tioie,  bat  onl; 
«DS{i»nd«(l  in  «om«  of  \U  •ffccta,  nnd  that  cooseqoentljr  no  argumpot  oui  b« 
derir«d  from  tbe  eidit«oce  d(  B&octity  in  soma  memben  of  the  Eastern  Ohorcb. 
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but  nhat  the  Cburoh  at  largo  reoeirod  without  consciouaneas 
of  novelty  or  UBurpatioa. 

I  liave  sometimes  referred  the  reader  to  the  original  of 
Dr.  Dollinger'a  writings,  but  more  often  to  the  English  traua- 
lation,  since  the  fonner  in  much  less  accessible  than  the  latter. 

I  have,  in  conclusion,  to  tbauli  bis  Kmiuenco  tho  Cardinal 
Archbishop  of  'Westminster  for  ao  kindly  enriching  this 
volume  with  an  introduction,  and  the  Censor  Beputatus, 
Father  Sydney  Smith,  S.J.,  for  going  beyond  the  uecoBBities 
of  his  office  in  the  way  of  many  helpful  suggestions. 


KoTX. — Since  the  above  lines  were  written,  a  booh  has  appeared ' 
by  tiw  Regius  Professor  of  I^loclesiastical  History  in  the  University 
of  Oxford,  containing  a  chapter  on  '  Fapalism  and  Antiquity,*  which 
OODiUats  for  the  moot  part  of  a  critique  on  a  b(K)k  of  mine  published 
in  IBHiM  Lest  the  following  pages  (especially  the  last  two  hundred) 
should  seem  a  miracle  of  anticipation,  I  may  aa  well  say  that  the 
chapter  in  Canon  Bright's  work,  to  which  1  allude,  is  a  reproduction 
or  recension  of  an  anonymons  article  by  that  writer  in  the  '  Church 
Quarterly  Review '  for  October  1889,  chanLCteriaed  by  much  bitter- 
ness against  the  '  Charch  of  Rome,'  calling  it  an  atmosphere  of 
untruthfulness. 

I  do  not  propose  to  descend  uito  the  ai'ena  of  \'ikuporation  and 
invacUTe.  But  I  au  able  to  say  that  the  following  pages  contain  a 
direct  ansi^xT  to  most  of  the  argiiiuents  ailvaiiCRtl  in  Ciinon  BriRht'.'* 
'  Papnlisni  and  Antit^uity.'  For  aft«r  roading  his  ikrticle  in  tli(> 
'  Chiiroli  Quarterly,'  when  it  appeared  in  188f>,  I  caine  to  the  con- 
oloaion  chat  there  was  need  of  a  fuller  account  of  the  Councils  of 
£pb«8Ug  and  Cbalcedon  than  has  yet  been  given  in  English,  with 
special  reference  to  the  points  urged  ui  that  article,  and  now  re- 
peated in  Canon  Bright'n  recension  of  the  same.  It  rarely  falls  to 
the  lot  of  jk  writer  to  be  able  to  proiliice  an  answer  to  such  repre- 
sentations of  history  aa  Canon  Bright  proposes  In  his  new  book, 
wiibui  a  few  weeks  of  their  appearance.    But  it  is  my  good  fortune 

>  Wof^nariu  in  Church  Hutor)/.  hj  W.  Bright.  X>S}^  Oancn  of  Ohrut 
Chiureb,  Ozlord,  Bagiaa  Profeaaor  of  KoolcsiMtiml  Kiaiorj.     \mi. 

'  Dtptndaue ;  or  the  Iwueuriiy  of  ih*.  Anglican  Paoiiian,    By  Bev.  Lake  ' 
Biringtoo,  U.A.    (S««ao  Paol.  Tr«Qob  <t  Co.    1649.^ 
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no  hftTe  been  able  to  dn  thia  through  the  aocidf>nt  of  Imving  selected 

.  the  Qiigiiuil  dmft  for  particular  rafutation.    I  woiUd  draw  especial 

alt«ntiou  to  the  treatment  of  the  twenty-eighth  Canoo  of  Cbalcedon, 

on  pages  437-449,  as  meeting  one  of  Canon  Bright's  chief  potnta.' 

But  I  feel  bound  to  add  a  few  words  here  on  oaa  passage  in 

ion  Bright's  ctiiipter  on  Papahsm,  r«ferriiifr  to  Ibis  vary  aiibjoot.' 
FTbe  B^ua  Professor  says  (p.  23-1), '  When  Mr.  Bivingtou  tells  us 
that  "nothing  more  transpired  ooneernijig  tlte  canon,  and  it  was 
[^omitted  from  the  authorised  collection  of  canons  even  in  the  East," 
te  omite,  and  it  is  no  ^mall  omission — it  is  a  roal  suppressio  v«n— 

say  after  Hefele  that  the  Greeks  did  not  adhere  to  the  profession 
"^inade  by  Anatolius,  and  that  his  successors  continued  to  act  as 
patriarchs  under  the  terms  of  the  new  canon,  with  the  fiill  approval 
of  their  emperors,  and  in  despite  of  the  protects  of  Itome.' 

Will  it  be  believi>d  that  Canon  Biiyht  has  altcreJ  my  words  by 
most  important  nay,  cntcial  omission '?  My  words  are  ('  DejK'D- 
ienoe,'  p.  tJO),  'Nothing  more  transjiired  concerning  the  cauon.  jVo 
jurtiurr  appeal  was  made  to  it  at  that  tm««,an(l  it  was  omitted  from 
le  authorised  collection  of  canons  even  in  the  East.'  Now  this 
lent  is  absolutely  true.  Uefele,  to  whom  Cauon  Bright  ap- 
peals, says  the  same :  '  From  that  time  Leo  continued  to  exchange 
letters  with  Anatolius,  and  his  successor  Gennadius,  but  there  was 
nothuig  mort!  said  between  them  on  the  subject  of  the  twenty-eighth 
Canon' 1' Hist,  of  the  CouncilB,'§207).  But  Canon  Bright  has  omitted 
the  all-impurtatit  wonis,  wbiuh  I  have  placetl  in  itaUcs,  and  tbus 
made  my  statement  refer  to  tlio  future  instead  of  the  present  only. 
The  strangest  part  of  the  matter  is  that  Ln  his  anonymous  article,  of 
which  he  calls  this  cbapt^ir  a  '  recension '  (cf.  Preface,  p.  vii], 
the  worU  1  have  italicised  above  appoar  in  their  right  place,  and 
he  there  aocasesme  only  of  '  ijoimj  n^ar  la  suppress h  veri  '  ^'  Church 
Quarterly  Review,'  October,  1889,  p.  183)  ;  whereas  now,  having  in 
his  'recension'  omitteil  the  crucial  words  of  my  stateuieiit,  he 
accoaes  me  downright  of  that  form  of  Utorary  dishooosty. 

But,  further,  I  had  actually  said  on  the  same  page, '  What  Con- 
etuitinople  did  was  to  continue  its  encroachmenta.'  And  on  the 
next  page  but  one  (p.  63)  I  have  given  an  instance  of  an  attempt 
lo  raviTa  the  canon,  and  of  the  emperor's  fruitless  endeavour  to 
iadooa  Borne  to  recognise  it.    How,  then,  con  Canon  Bright  say 


*  This  canon  Is  cb«riah«d  r«  aaggMtln^  that  Botne'B  primaojr  was  doo  to 
Imt  Mcolax  positioa  alon«. 

■  BU  aoouution  of  '  canlessDeea '  oo  p.  SS7  will  be  aeen  by  ralMVUM  to 
p.  4fW  M/m  to  he  baaed  on  a  mw)nt«rpfetiition  of  Ihe  pusage  u  &  wbol«. 


XXIV 


AUTHOR'S  PREFACE. 


that  I  even  BupprpBs<Kl  this?  Nor  is  this  writer  correct  in  Baying, 
*  It  ia  all  very  well  to  talk  of  "  the  canoa  invalidat<>d,"  i.e.  from  the 
Fapal  Rtand-point,  but  it  is  the  canon  which  baa  practically  pre- 
vailed.' The  canoD  was  invalidated  &om  the  high  Anglican  stand- 
point;  for  as  I^e  Qnien  ('Oriens  Christian  us,'  p.  51)  piiints  out,  a 
cftnon,  to  bo  a  canon  of  the  whole  Church,  must  bo  accepted  by  the 
West.  This  wa»  repiidiatBd  by  tho  West.  Even  the  IH^-riaiis  did 
not  sign.  And  when,  ccnturiee  after,  Corstantinople  was  allowed 
to  talte  precedence  of  other  Eaalem  sees,  it  wafi  not  on  account  of 
this  canon ;  and  in  the  previous  centuries  it  was  not  the  canon 
that  prevailed,  Imt  nnjnstiliable  encroachments.  Does  Canon 
Bright  imagine  that  a  canon  passed  under  such  disgracehil  circum- 
stftDoes  as  I  have  described  below  (cf.  p.  440) — dropped  by  the  arch- 
bishop and  emperor  in  whose  reign  it  was  propoeed  could  override 
the  Nicene  settlement  ?  The  Pope  niiiA,  No.  .\tu\  when  Acacius 
came  on  to  the  scene  and  acted  on  the  canon,  it  was  to  place 
heretics,  who  opposed  the  doctrine  of  the  Incarnation,  as  defined 
at  Cholcodon,  in  the  Eostoru  seoa  -horotics  like  Peter  the  Fuller  at 
Alexandria.  Canon  Bright,  Id  the  same  paraj^aph,  quotes  Libe- 
rains  against  me ;  but  my  account  altogether  agreeR  witli  that  of 
Liberatus,  who  in  the  same  chapter  speaks  of  the  *  usurpations  '  of 
Anatolius,  and  in  the  passage  quoted  by  Canon  Bright  is  stigma- 
tising the  Erastianism  and  encroaohnienta  that  went  on  under  the 
pretext  of  thai  canon,  and  in  the  following  chapter  describes  the 
usurpations  of  the  heretic  Acacios  ('  detectus  hereticus  ').'  In  fact 
this  wholo  paoage  in  Canon  Brighi'a  book  is,  I  regret  to  say.  a 
tissue  of  misrepresentations,  his  accusation  of  suppreasto  vert  boing 
actually  supported  by  omitting  the  very  line  which  confines  my 
statoment  to  the  present,  whilst  the  truth  supposed  to  be  suppressed 
ia  concerned  with  the  future. 


Br&viarium,t»p.  xvtiL 


L.  B. 


ToB  Puunrnuix,  Sfaxuh  Plus, 

Loxwwi,  W, 
March  30. 19SH. 
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bat  what,  the  Charch  at  large  received  without  coiisciousnesa 
of  oovelty  Of  u&urpntion. 

I  have  Bometimeg  referred  the  reader  to  the  original  of 
Dr.  DolUcger's  writings,  but  more  often  to  the  English  trauH- 
Ution,  since  the  former  is  much  leas  accessible  than  the  latter. 

I  have,  in  conclusion,  to  thank  his  Eminence  tbd  Cardinal 
Archbishop  of  Westminster  for  bo  kindly  enriching  this 
volume  with  an  introduction,  and  the  Censor  Dcputatus, 
Father  Sydney  Rmith.  8.  J.,  for  going  beyond  the  necessities 
of  his  oflice  in  the  way  of  many  ht-lpful  suggestions. 


NoTR.— Since  the  above  lines  vere  written,  a  book  lias  appf>ared  * 
by  the  Itegtua  Professor  of  Eodemastical  riiatory  in  tbo  Uoiversity 
of  OxFocd,  contaiJiing  a  chapter  on  '  PapaliBm  and  Autiijuity,'  which 
coDsista  for  the  most  part  of  a  critique  on  a  book  of  mine  published 
ho  18B9.'  I^st  the  following  pa^s  (especially  the  last  two  haadred) 
pboiild  seem  a  miracle  of  anticipation,  I  way  as  well  say  that  tbo 
chapter  hi  Canon  Briglit's  work,  to  which  I  allude,  is  a  roproductiou 
or  recensioQ  of  an  anoiiyinnii-;  article  by  that  writ«r  in  the  'Cfaurob 
Quarterly  Review '  for  October  1889,  charoctorised  by  moch  bitter- 
ness against  the  '  Church  of  Rome,'  caJliag  it  an  atmosphero  of 
untruthfulness. 

I  do  not  propose  to  descend  into  the  arena  of  vitupeiation  aZKl 
inveotiTs.  But  1  am  able  to  say  that  the  following  pages  contain  a 
direct  answer  to  most  of  the  arguments  advanced  in  Canon  Bright'e 
*  Papalism  and  Antiquity.'  For  after  reading  his  article  in  the 
'  Church  Quarterly,'  when  it  appeared  in  1H8!>,  I  came  to  tbo  con- 
olnsion  that  Lhcro  was  need  of  a  fuller  account  of  the  Councils  of 
Epbesus  and  Cbalcedou  than  has  yet  been  given  in  English,  with 
Kpcotal  reference  to  the  points  urged  in  that  article,  and  now  re- 
jioated  in  Canon  Bright's  recension  of  the  same.  It  rarely  falls  to 
the  lot  of  a  writor  to  bo  able  to  produce  an  answer  to  such  repre- 
sentations of  history  as  Canon  Bright  proposes  in  his  new  hook, 
within  a  few  weeks  of  their  appearance.     But  it  is  my  good  fortune 

■  Wa^varha  in  Church  HuhJry.  bj  W.  Bright,  DJ).,  C«non  of  Chriit 
Obarab,  Oxford.  B«giai  PiofssMT  at  BoolwiMtioal  Qutorjr.    ISM. 

■  thpmdtwx :  or  tha  hutetritjf  of  Ots  AmgUean  PtaiUon.    hj  Bar.  Lnk«  ' 
Bivington,  ALA.     (Kefput  Paul.  Trvneh  A  Co.     IBSO.) 
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to  have  been  a)>1e  to  do  this  through  tho  accidoot  of  having  selocted 
the  original  draft  for  particular  refutation.  I  would  draw  especial 
nLCention  to  the  treatment  of  tbo  Iwanty-eighth  Canon  of  Cbaloedon, 
OD  pages  487-449,  aa  mctitinK  one  of  Cation  Brigbb'B  chief  poiutH.' 

But  1  feel  bound  to  add  a  few  words  here  on  one  passage  in 
Canon  Bright's  chapter  on  PapalidOJ,  lefornug  to  tbis  vary  subject.' 
The  Regius  Frofes«or  says  (p.  284).  *  When  Mr.  IliTiogton  tells  us 
tbat  "  nothing  more  transpLrod  conccruiug  tbo  canon,  and  it  was 
omitted  from  the  authoritied  coUectipu  uf  canotu>  oven  in  the  Bast," 
he  omits,  and  it  ih  no  small  omission — it  is  a  reu!  suppresaio  vert — 
to  say  after  Hefele  that  tbt>  Greeks  did  not  a<lhere  tu  the  profession 
made  by  Anatolius.  and  that  bis  saccesBors  continued  to  act  aa 
pftlri&rcbs  under  the  terme  uf  the  new  canon,  with  the  full  approval 
of  their  emperors,  and  in  despite  of  the  protests  of  Home.' 

Will  it  be  believed  that  Canon  Bright  has  altered  my  words  by 
a  most  iuiportodtf  any,  crucial  omission  ?  My  words  are  ('  Depeu- 
dence,'  p.  GO).  *  Nothing  more  trauspirod  concerning  tbo  cauon.  No 
furtktT  apyeai  wm  vuule  to  it  at  that  time.  And  it  was  omitted  fnim 
the  autfaoriseil  collection  of  canons  even  in  tbo  East.'  Now  this 
stfUemeDt  i^  absolutely  true.  Uefete,  to  whom  Canon  Bright  ap- 
pnalfl,  says  the  snnie :  '  From  that  time  lico  contintitKl  to  exchange 
letters  with  Anatolius,  and  his  successor  GennadiuH.  but  there  was 
nothiog  more  a&id  between  Ibeiu  on  the  subject  of  the  twenty-eighth 
Canon'  ('  Hist. of  the  Councib:!,'  §  207).  Hut  Canon  Bright  has  omitted 
tbe  aU-important  words,  which  I  have  placed  in  italics,  and  thus 
made  my  statement  refer  to  the  future  instead  of  the  present  only. 
Tbe  strangest  part  of  tho  matter  is  that  in  hie  anoDymous  artiule,  of 
which  he  calls  this  chapter  a  '  recension '  (cf.  Preface,  p.  vii), 
the  words  X  have  italicised  above  appear  in  their  right  place,  and 
be  there  accnses  mo  only  of  *  going  near  to  suppressio  veri '  ('  Church 
Quarterly  Jleview,'  October,  1889,  p.  133) ;  whei-eaa  now,  having  in 
his  'recension'  omitted  the  crucial  words  of  my  statement,  he 
accuses  nie  downright  of  that  form  of  literary  dinbonesty. 

But,  further,  I  had  actimlly  said  on  tho  same  page, '  What  Con- 
stantinople did  was  to  continue  its  encroachments.*  And  on  the 
sezt  page  but  one  (p.  62)  I  have  given  an  ini^tance  of  an  attempt 
to  revivs  the  canon,  and  of  tbe  emperor's  fruitless  endeavour  to 
induce  Bome  to  reoogniae  it.    How,  then,  can  Cauon  Bright  say 


'  ThtB  euinn  !■  fiheri«hed  as  BTLggcBtiDf;  thnt  Botnc'ft  primaoy  was  du«  to 
Imt  Meolftr  position  alon«. 

*  His  aeoQMOioa  of  '  cAtetesaiiesB '  on  p.  S87  will  b«  soon  by  refemuw  to 
p.  lOV  ittfnt  to  ba  bnsod  on  r  mJsuitMprQtation  ol  the  paeGoge  as  A  whol«. 
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THB   EPISTLE   OP   BT.   CLEMENT 

OK 

THB   TYPE    SET. 

I.  In  tho  very  first  document  belonging  to  Christian  his- 
tory, oatstde  the  pages  of  Holy  Scripture,  the  Chijrch  of  Home 
steps  to  the  front  in  a  manner  that  is  suggestire  of  supreme 
aatbority,  and  that  tallies  with  her  whole  future  attitude 
towards  the  rest  of  the  Church.  The  occupant  of  the  See  of 
Rome  comes  before  us,  speaking  in  the  name  of  his  Church, 
within  the  lifetime  of  the  Apostle  St.  John,  and  settles  a  dis- 
tarbance  in  a  region  naturally  more  nearly  related  to  that 
Apostle  than  to  the  Churoh  of  Borne-  And  he  comefl  before 
oa  both  as  in  possession  of  a  tradition  of  divine  truth,  and  as 
its  authoritative  exponent  to  a  distant  Church.  He  lays  dovn 
the  law  of  worship  and  government  for  the  whole  Church  as 
of  Divine  institution. 

The  curcumEtances  were  as  follows : — The  Church  in  Corinth 
tad  for  some  time  been  torn  by  dissensions,  and  had  caused 
tlie  utmost  scandal  on  all  sides  (§  47).'  A  few  fiery  spirits, 
with  a  oonsiderable  following,  had  succeeded  in  extruding 
probably  their  bishop  and  some  of  his  presbyters,  if  not, 
indeed,  one  or  more  bishops  in  the  neighbourhood,  from  Uieir 
sacred  office  {i-mffKoTn^,  §  44).'  The  Church  of  Homo  camo 
to  the  rescue.  The  persecutions  under  Xero  and  Domitian  had 
alune  prevented  her  from  intervening  earlier  ($  1).  But  as 
soon  OB  possible  St.  Clement  wrote  a  letter  entitled,  '  Tho 

I*  Tb«  rafanoMS  to  St.  Clomeot's  Icttci  on  (rom  Tr.  Ijgbtfoot'i  oditioa— 
Iha  Meood.  pMtliiimooBlf  pobligbod  in  1890. 
■  8t  Clenumt  c«lU  it  a  echum  ($  46). 
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Cbarch  in  Homo  to  the  Ofaurcli  in  Corintb/  whicb  Dr.  Li<;ht- 
foot  characterises  as  *aImoet  imperious''  in  tone,  and  which 
8t.  Irenjpns  spoke  of  &b  '  most  powerful,'  or  '  most  adequate.' ' 
III  this  U'tter  St-  Clement  spenks  of  the  tra<litioii  which  the 
Church  of  Rome  had  received  from  the  Apostles  themselvea 
(§  44),  as  to  a  Bnccession  of  rnlers  in  the  Church,  to  prevent 
strife  '  about  the  name  [t.<r.  difi^iitj]  of  the  ofiice  of  bisliop 
(^ir«T«o7r'».'  Speaking  of  this  government  of  the  Churchy  he 
finds  itfl  type  in  the  Old  Covenant,  in  the  High  Priest,  Priests, 
and  Levites.  Ho  says  that  the  Apostles,  in  order  to  obviato 
strife,  ordained  as  uueceBsors  in  the  ministry  QK.etTovpy(as) 
bishops  and  deacons.  He  magisterially  roproros  the  ring- 
leaders of  the  disturbances  in  Corinth  for  attempting  to 
extrude  such  successors  of  the  Apostles,^  and  says  that '  it  will 
he  a  BUI  In  us '  to  dejKJSC  thcni  from  their  '  sacred  otBco 
{iTTurttomji).'  Further  on,  in  a  piissage  only  discovered  of 
late,  he  claims  their  'oliedioncc  unto  the  things  written  by 
U3  through  the  Holy  Spirit'  (§  03),  aa  he  had  said  a 
little  previously:  *  If  any  disobey  the  things  siwken  by 
Him  through  us,  let  them  know  that  they  will  involve  them* 
selves  in  transgression  and  no  small  peril '  (§  59).  The 
letter  concludes  with  saying  that  they  hope  soon  U>  receive 
book  again  the  legates  whom  they  have  sent,  with  a  report 
from  Corinth  that  the  peace,  which  they  desire,  has  been 
restored. 

Such  was  the  first  recorded  act  of  the  Church  of  Borne. 
And  it  is  spoken  of  in  t4:rms  of  enthuBiasm  by  St.  Irenieus, 
from  whom  we  gather  that  the  Corinthians  amended  their 
ways,  and  the  desired  result  was  achieved.  It  is  also  alluded 
to  will)  commendation  by  SL  Ignatius  on  his  way  to  bia 
martyrdom. 

H.  Dr.  Lightfoot  lays  great  stress  on  the  fact  that  the 
name  of  St.  Clement  does  not  appear  in  this  letter,  but  only 


'  SI.  Ch'meHl  of  Borne,  vol.  J.  p.  B9.     1S90. 

*  JvarvTirttf,  Ailv.  HtPT.  ul.  3,  8. 

•  Twfcl  .  .  .  mtToflTo^Vrat  vw'  iKtUur  [i.t.  the  ApMtlMj  4  l**^o(i  i^'  ' 
.  .  .  oHutaittt  ruMlfvHtc  ivi»fli(>A(ir^,  h.t  A.  (§  4tJ,  Notice  the  pteietit  binsa 
in  the  UUet  word.  The  Ohoroh  of  Boinc  treatt  the  kclioa  of  the  Corioihuuii 
u  incomplelAt 
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that  of  the  Church  of  Romo.'  Ht*  admits,  however,  that  the 
letter  WHS  writteu  by  St.  Clement,  and  calls  it  an  '  incident  in 
bis  administration '  of  the  Church."  But  be  tliinka  that 
St.  Qomont  '  studiously  auppreased  '  '  hia  name,  as  not  bt-iug 
in  such  a  position  of  authority  as  is  involved  in  the  monarch- 
ical idea  of  the  episcopate.  Ho  thinks  that,  in  consequenco, 
•his  personality  is  absorl»cd '  *  in  the  Church  of  Rome,  and 
that  in  this  we  may  dif«ern  a  vital  diffffroneo  Ixrtween  the 
first  century  and  the  fifth.  He  says  that  'the  language  of 
this  letter  is  inconsist^jnt  with  the  possession  of  Papal  autho- 
rity in  the  person  of  the  writer  ; '  that  '  it  does  not  proceed 
from  the  Bishop  of  liome,  hut  from  the  Church  of  Rome.* 
It  is  sjK>ken  of,  he  says,  in  the  second  century  as  *  from  the 
community,  not  from  the  individual.' 

It  will  l)e  well  at  one*  to  warn  our  readers  of  a  general 
misconception  involved  in  the  use  of  the  word  '  monarchical ' 
u  applied  by  certain  writers  (such  as  Dr.  Lightfoot  and  Dr. 
Salmon  and  others)  to  the  episcopate,  and  above  all,  to  the 
Bishop  of  Borne. 

When  we  speak  of  the  Bishop  of  Borne  as  the  infallible 
guardian  of  the  faith,  wo  do  not  mean  that  be  is  placed  in 
a  position  m  which  he  can  act  in  iRolation  from  the  rent  of 
the  episcopal  body.  The  very  doctrine  of  Papal  Infallibility 
implies  that  he  never  can  act  apart  from  the  general  teach- 
ing of  the  Church.  We  can  always  be  sure  that  his  uttcr- 
anees,  when  attended  with  those  conditions  which  are 
tmpUed  in  the  exercise  of  his  infalUbility,  are  the  exposition 
of  the  Church's  mind  as  a  whole.  If  we  were  to  suppose 
Uie  case  of  the  Pope  on  the  one  side,  and  the  whole  of 
the  episcopate  arrayed  against  him  on  the  other,  we  should 
be  obliged  to  bold  that  the  Pope  would  be  iu  the  right  and 
the  reet  of  the  episcopate  in  the  wrong.  But  such  a  cat^e 
never  has  occurred,  and  never  can.  It  is  involved  in  our 
Lord's  promise  of  His  presence  with  the  Church  in  her 
teaching  *bU  days  unto  the  cou.sammation  of  the  world/* 
that  the  body  will  never  be  separated  from  the  head. 
The  Holy  Father  si>eak8  in  the  name  of  his  children ;  and 


Loc  tU.  p.  60. 

'  P.  flft. 


«  P.  9*.  *  P.  850. 

•  St.  Matt.  xxTiiL  20. 
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hia  children  will  never,   as  a  whole,  protest 
teaching. 

But  not  only  so.  The  Bishop  of  Rome,  throuRhont  the 
ages,  has  adopted  the  principle  on  which  St.  Cyprian,  who 
especially  expounded  the  monarchical  iJoa  of  the  epiHcopate, 
says  that  he  ever  jiroposed  to  govern  his  diocese — \iz.  with 
consultation.  Ho  nothing  is  more  characteristic  of  the 
government  of  the  Church  by  those  great  Popes,  like  St. 
DamaBus  and  St.  Leo,  in  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuries,  than 
their  use  of  episcopal  assessors.  As  St.  Ignatius  speaks  of 
the  hishop  of  the  diocese  having  his  corona— his  circlet — of 
presbyters,  so  the  Bishops  of  Rome  ever  hail  their  circlet  of 
bishops,  and  made  use  of  their  advice  in  •all  great  tnattcrs 
concerning  the  general  welfare  of  the  Church.  Wlicn,  then, 
the  Ponies  used  the  plural  *  we,*  they  wore  not  only  using  the 
majestic  phiral,  hut  they  had  gathered  into  their  uttemncea 
with  a  special  closeness  a  portion  of  that  great  whole  in 
whose  name  they  were  justified  in  speaking.  They  had  held 
their  synod.  They  were  not  acting  in  lone  majesty,  hut  in 
concert  with  others  whom  they  had  gathered  into  a  special 
closeness  of  contact  with  thcmstilves. 

Again,  the  supremacy  which  belongs  strictly  to  the  Bishop 
of  Rome,  as  the  successor  of  St.  Peter,  is  often  attributed,  not 
to  the  Bishop  of  Itome,  hut  to  the  Church  of  Rome.  In  the 
later  history  of  the  Church  we  constantly  meet  with  the 
supremacy  of  the  bishop  spoken  of  as  though  it  belonged  to 
the  Churek  of  Itome.  To  this  day  we  constantly  sjwak  of 
'  Rome  '  doing  this  or  saying  that,  while  of  course  we  believe 
that  the  informing  power  of  the  whole  is  the  bishop  himself, 
aa  Buccessor  of  Peter  and  Vicar  of  Christ.  Jfartin  V.,  in  the 
Council  of  Constance,  condemned  the  proposition  of  Wicliffe, 
that  '  it  is  not  of  neceesify  to  believe  that  the  Roman  Church 
ifl  supremo  amongst  the  other  Churches ; '  and  in  the  Creed  of 
Pope  Pius  IV.  a  similar  expression  is  used  by  converts  ^n 
their  reception  into  the  Church,  viz. :  *  I  acknowledge  the 
holy  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Roman  Church  to  be  the  mother 
and  mistress  of  all  Churches,'  just  as  in  the  ijrofession  of 
faith  prescribed  by  Clement  XV.  and  Gregory  X.,  and  made 
by  the  Oreeks  aft«r  the  second  Council  of  Lyons,  the  words 
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are:  'The  holy  Bom&n  Church  has  tho  supremo  and  full 
primacy  and  sovereignty  over  tho  whole  Catliolic  Cliurch.' 
And,  lastly,  the  Vatican  decree  runs  thus  (Constlt.  'Pastor 
iBtornas.'  cap.  8):  'Wc  teach  and  declare  that  the  Kouiau 
Church,  by  the  ordtnance  of  Christ  l<lUpimente  Ditmiiio),  lia» 
the  sovereignty  of  ordinary  power  over  all  other  [Churches].' 
Consequently,  if  primitive  Christian  history  presents  us 
with  the  spectacle  of  the  Church  of  Rome  calUtig  herself  by 
this  name,  and  stepping  to  the  front  to  act  with  authority  in 
guarding  the  faith  of  the  Church  as  to  the  Aputjtolic  successiou 
of  ber  rulers,  and  restoring  unity  to  a  divided  Christian  com- 
munity  at  a  distanco,  this  does  not  constitute  anything  like 
a  vital  difference  betvecn  this  early  expression  of  authority 
and  the  most  recent  instance  of  Papal  rule.  It  is  at  most  a 
differem-e  of  termiuologj-.  It  would  not  follow  that,  because 
an  act  of  authority  was  done  ia  the  name  of  the  Church  of 
Home,  it  was  not  done  by  the  authority  of  the  liishop  of 
Borne.'  Unlees,  then,  Dr.  Lightfoot  had  bei^n  able  to  show 
that  there  was  no  other  possible  reasou  for  St.  Clement  sup- 
pressing his  name  in  the  letter  to  Corinth,  the  fact  that  he 

id  suppress  it  wouhl  not  prove  that  he  did  not  occupy  the 
^poflition  in  the  minds  of  the  early  Christians  that  he  occupies 
now  in  the  Homan  Cathoh'c  Church.     And  yet  the  argument 

rom  silence  is  the  main  point  urged  by  Dr.  Jiightfoot  in  this 

latter.  '  The  language  of  this  letter,'  to  which  he  appeals  as 
showing  a  difference  lietwcen  earlier  and  later  Popes,  means 
its  silence  as  to  the  name  of  its  author. 

Bat  there  is  more  than  one  possible  solution  of  this  silence. 

the  tradifcioD  which  St.  Epiphanius^  gives  is  based  on  facts, 

'lo  the  effect  that  after  the  death  of  the  Apostles  Peter  and  Paul 

8t.  Clement  refused  to  occupy  the  position  of  bishop  in  the 

Roman  community  out  of  modesty,  the  same  deep  humility 

light  well  o|»erate  in  this,  pt-rhapa,  first  gi*eat  act  of  discipline 
sified  by  him  towards  a  distant  Church.  On  the  Papnl 
tejicbing  concerning  Chnrch  government  it  would  be  enough 
for  St.  Clement  to  mention  the  Church  of  Home;  she  held 
*  the  principaUty,'  as  St.  Ircuieus  says,  which,  says  Bt.  Augus- 

■  Cr.  ZA/t  of  St.  Thoma*  <tf  Canltrbury  hy  B*v.  J.  Moiric,  S.  J.,  p- 186. 

■  Air.  xxTii.  C. 
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tine,  'was  always  in  force.'    St.  Clement  was  successor  of 
St.  Peter   because  lie  was  Bishop  of  Itorae.     He  owed  hia 
relationbbip  to  the  T>ivine  Head  of  tlie  Church,  viz.  that  of 
His  Vicar,  to  his  position  in  the  Church  of  Itomc ;  and  it 
would  not  le  unnatural,  in  writing  a  letter  of  &onic  severity 
to  the  Church  at  Cnriiitli,  that  ho  should  Bimply  speak  of  the 
Church  of  Knme,  and  not  mention  his  own  nnworthy  name. 
'Plus  will  only  seem  far-fetched  and  fanciful  to  those  who  do 
not  reflect  that  our  Lord's  description  of  the  vital  difference^ 
between  the  hc^d  of  Hia  kingdom  and  t)]osc  of  the  kingdoms 
of  this  world  was  that  *  the  pnncipal  one  *  in  His  kingdom 
would  not  'lord  it'  over  others,  after  the  example  of  thisi 
world's  rulers,  but  woiUd  be  amongst  the  rest  as  He  Himself' 
was— their  Ituler,  their  Lord  and  Infallible  Teacher,  and  yet 
lowly  and  meek  in  heart.' 

But  there  is  yet  another  possible,  and  uadeed  probable, 
solution  of  this  suppression  of  his  name,  ou  whicli  Dr.  Light* 
foot  has  rested  his  argument  aa  to  the  diiference  between 
St.  Clement  and  the  Papncy  in  subsequent  times.  The  Church 
had  only  just  emerged  from  the  most  6ery  persecutions,  and 
might  at  any  moment  be  exposed  to  aitollier.  All  societies, 
organised  without  leave  from  the  civil  authorities,  were  illegal, 
iind  cunscqueutly  the  last  thing  that  the  head  of  the  Christian 
community  would  do  under  sueh  oircumstancoa  would  be  to 
flaunt  their  condition  as  an  organised  l>od3'  before  the  world. 
A.  letter,  of  such  authoritative  tone  as  tit.  Clement's,  with  his 
own  name  at  its  head,  niij^^ht  etiKily  fall  into  the  hands  of 
strangers ;  and  if  St.  Peter  himself  thought  ii  advisahlo  to 
call  Rome '  Babylon,"  *  when  writing  of  tlie  Church  of  Home, 
it  might  very  well  seem  the  finrt  of  prudence  in  the  bishop  to 
suppress  his  name  when  writing  from  Home. 

And  yet  neither  of  these  suppositiona  ia  necessary  to 
account  for  the  fact  of  St.  Clement's  silence  as  to  his 
name.  AVriting  as  the  head  of  the  Christian  community, 
be  could  write  oHicially  in  its  name.     A  successor  of  bis  did 

*  8L  Luke  xsii.  36-27.    Aiti  so  from  iha  U»*  of  Si.  DuQuns  Uu>  Pa|>«t| 
liave  mlleil  ibemeelvtis  the  '  Mrvnnt  of  Kn-itnU.' 

■  1  8t.  reter  t.  II.    Dr.  LJKhtroot  bo  oodonUtiils  tba  word  '  Bab/loo  *  in 
his  SI.  Clemtnt  of  Bomf,  toI.  \L  p.  in,  a. 
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the  BHine,  Bt.  Soter.  And  Kuscbius  expressly  siiya  that 
Clement  wrote  in  the  nnnie  of  bU  Church,'  aii<I  St.  Jerome, 
that  he  wrota  in  the  pcreon  of  the  Church.' 

And  thie  i»  the  explanation  of  a  paissage  in  EuBebius  in 
which  he  speaks  of  this  letter  of  St.  Clement.  St.  Diouysius 
of  Corinth,  writing  to  the  Church  of  liomo,  describes  the  letter 
as  'your  Epistle  written  to  us  by  Clement;'  whereas  Eusebius 
sayB  that  Dionyeius  made  '  some  remarks  relating  to  the 
Epistle  (if  Clement  to  the  Corintliiuns/  on  which  Dr.  Lij»btfoot 
conriets  EuBobius  of  making  an  assumption  not  warranted  by 
the  words  of  Dionysius.-'  But  the  Greek  historian,  like  all 
the  world  after  bini,  considered  it  was  al!  one,  t4>  call  it,  as 
Dionysiua  lUd,  the  letter  of  the  Romans  *  by  Clement,*  or  tlio 
letter  of  Clement :  just  as  Bt  Clement  of  Alexandria  speaks 
of  it  in  both  ways,  as  the  Epistle  of  the  Komaas,^  and  the 
Epistle  of  Clement/  All  is  explained  by  the  principlt;  which 
Bt.  Cyprian  laid  down  when  be  said,  '  You  ought  to  Imow 
thai  the  bishop  is  in  the  Church,  and  the  Church  in  the 
bi&hop.' 

It  would  not  have  been  necessary  to  enter  at  such  length 
into  Dr.  Ligbtfoot's  interpretation  of  this  omisrtiou  of  the 
name  in  St.  Clement's  letter,  were  it  not  that  I>r.  Ligbtfoot's 
mune  givee  weight  to  everything  that  he  says,  and  that  many 
who  heartily  reputliate  bis  views  aa  to  the  Christian  ministry  * 
yet  follow  him  in  this  particular  point. 

in.  The  letter,  then,  of  St.  Clement  was  written  in  the  name 
of  the  Church  of  liome,  aud  was,  as  Dr.  Lightfoot  says,  *  the 
only  recorded  incident  in  his  administration  of  the  Church,' 
II  was,  according  to  the  same  writer,  '  undoubtedly  the  first 
step  towards  Fapal  domination.*  It  would  seem  impossible  to 
mistake  its  tone  of  authority,  '  almost  imperious.'  says  the 
sauic  writer.''    Dr.  Salmon,  in  his  book  on  '  Infallibility,' ' 

'  n.  E.  iii.  37.  *  De  ring  lUuitr.  15. 

*  i.oe.  ^.  p.  968.  *  Stnm.  v.l2,Bl.  *  i^.  iv.  17, 19. 

*  Ur.  Qor*  luu  an  «zotUeol  tafgij  to  Dr.  Ligbiloot'a  enunuous  ooooeption 
of  Uh  epUoopjiUi  to  tbe  sarly  Chrlatian  Choroh  in  hia  Church  arid  Uu  Ministry, 
1669,  Bote  A,  p.  853  uq. 

'  Ur.  Gor«  (lA.  p.  32S)  ipeaks  of  '  lh«  teaohiiig  kotliontr  wbiob  bMalhcs 
in  hu  [CIvnieat'iJ  Kpistle,' 

*  SAlnum's  (O.)  InfalWtUU}/  of  Ou  Chunk,  BODOiid  edit,  p-  3TB. 
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maintains  that  the  tone  *  is  only  that  of  the  loving  remon- 
Btrauce  which  auy  Christian  is  juBtilied  in  offering  to  an  erring 
brother.'  But  in  his  article  on  St.  Clement  in  the  *  Dictionary 
of  Christian  Biography  '  (Smith  and  Wace),  he  says,  *  Very 
noticeable  in  the  new  part  of  the  letter  is  the  tone  of  aothority 
used  by  the  Itoman  Chtirch  in  makinj]:  an  unsolicited  inter- 
ference with  the  affairs  of  another  Church.' '  '  Already  in 
St,  Clement's  letter  an  assumption,  so  natural  as  to  he  almost 
nnconscioiia,  of  the  right  to  advise  and  interpose  underlies  his 
pacificatory  argument.' ' 

It  is  certainly  singular  that  only  a  few  years  after  the 
dogma  of  Papal  InfaliibiUty,  always  the  general  belief  of 
Christians,  had,  in  view  of  emerging  denials,  been  made 
obligatory,  a  manoscript,  in  a  Greek  monastery,  containing 
strong  assertions  of  the  divine  authority  with  which  the 
Church  of  Kome  conceived  herself  to  be  speaking,  should  be 
suddenly  unearthed.  Dr.  Lightfoot  had  substituted  a  long 
fragment  from  another  writer,  as  jwasibly  the  substance  of 
the  long-lost  portion  of  this  invaluable  letter,  and  most 
scholars  admired  his  ingenuity.  But  a  comparison  with  this 
suggested  complement  of  the  letter,  and  the  actual  fragment 
now  recovered,  will  show  how  the  imagination  of  a  brilliant 
scholar  differs  from  the  actual  thoughts  of  the  great  Biahop 
of  Borne  himself.' 

I\'.  There  is  one  passage  which  suggests  an  answer  to  the 
question,  whether  this  letter  from  Rome  was  in  answer  to  an 
appeal  or  was  an  unsohcited  intervention.  The  writer  says 
(§  44)  that  *wc  do  not  think  that  such  as  these'  {i.e.  men 
left  there  by  Apostles  and  of  good  repute)  'ore  being  justly 
cast  out  from  the  sacred  ministry ;  for  it  will  be  no  small  sin 
in  OS,  if  we  should  extrude  [or  depose]  from  the  episcopate 
thoee  who  have  offered  the  gifts  blamelessly  and  hoUly.' 

■  Dr.  Silmon,  in  the  profMo  to  hit  Itook  on  the  Jn/niliMIi/y  of  th*  Ctutnth 
n»y*  tbat  tnDch  of  It  wm  writt«]i  jesra  &go.  It  wrloinlj  oontrasts  itmtgclf  la 
it*  tooe  of  abraptoeci  ud  beat  with  hia  admirable  Introduclion  to  the  Stud^ 
o/  Ihf  Xfic  Trslanuni,  in  «litdt  lie  take*  the  nine  view  of  81.  Clcmeol's  letter 
as  in  Bmith  and  Wkcr'e  Dictioaaiy.  PoesiUjr  the  new  ending  bad  not  bMO 
dlfonvered  when  he  wrote  that  portion  of  hi>  work  on  InfaU\bttU\f. 

*  Cnltwell'i  (C.  T.  J  Lit.  Uut.  of  Early  CkrittuinUy.  181)3.  vol.  u.  ji.  404. 

•  Li([btfbot's  Cltmgmt  of  Itame,  1890.  ml. ).  p.  17S. 
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|.Ji  certainly  seems  ab  though  the  case  of  these  bifihops  (I 
the  exact  equivolent,  without  mean  in  g  thereby  to 
stUe  the  (iueation  what  exactly  their  office  was)  had  Icen 
laid  before  the  Church  of  Borne.  The  Coriuthians  had 
remored  ttiem  from  the  exercise  of  their  office,  as  ia  stated 
in  the  nest  sentence ;  but  in  this  sentence  the  writer  of  the 
[£piiitle  treats  their  deposition  as  not  concluded ;  it  is  the  pre- 
it  tense,  as  though  theii'  act  awaited  its  completion  at  the 
hands  of  Borne.  "Whether  this  were  so  or  not,  the  matter  must 
have  been  brought  I>eforc  them  in  some  way,  for  Rome  passes 
most  definite  judgment  as  to  whether  these  rulers  deserved 
such  treatment,  instead  of  asking  for  further  particulars. 
The  passage  in  which  St.  Clement  speaks  of  the  '  report  * 
having  reached  Rome,'  which  seems  at  first  sight  to  suggest 
that  the  Romans  had  not  been  directly  consulted  on  the 
^matter,  refers  only  to  the  statement  that  the  disturbance,  of 
FWhich  the  main  facts  seem  to  have  been  brought  very  cir- 
eumstantially  hefore  the  Church  of  Rome,  wau  duo  to  only 
'one  or  two  ringleaders.'  The  expression  in  the  beginning 
of  the  letter,  '  the  matters  in  dispute  amoiuj  you,'  does  not 
compel  us  to  suppose  that  the  matters  of  dispute  among 
them  had  not  boon  also  referred  to  Rome.  For  if  there  had 
l>een  no  appeal,  why  should  St.  Clement  excuse  himself  for 
not  having  attended  to  the  matter  sooner  ?  On  the  whole, 
.Uuin»  it  seems  most  likely,  though  not  certain,  that  the  letter 
written  in  answer  to  an  appeal  from  Corinth. 
Such,  then,  was  '  llie  first  etep  towards  Papal  domination  ' 
(Lightfoot),  or,  as  we  should  prefer  to  call  it,  the  first  recorded 
exerci»o  of  authority  towards  a  distant  Church.  There  was 
no  protest ;  on  the  contrary,  St.  Irenseus  and  St.  Ignatius 
praified  it,  and  Corinth  treasured  the  letter  and  read  it  at 
Divine  service  on  the  Lord's  Day  for  years  to  come. 

Such  is  the  dawn  of  uninspired  Christian  history,  lo 
that  first  centnry  of  the  Christian  era  unity  was  restored  at 
Corinth  by  the  action  of  Rome  writing  a  most  powerful  letter 
and  sending  legates'  to  the  scene  of  disturbance;  and, 
)g  to  St.  Ignatius,  Rome  was  the  teacher  of  othcra, 
special  allusion,  it  is  thought,  to  this  letter:  'Ye  taught 

<  {  47.  adfimm.  »  Cl«in.  Ep.  ad  Cor.  $  46. 
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others*  (Ign.  'Ep.  ad  Bom.'  §  3)  axe  words  which,  as  Dr. 
Lightfoot  remarks,'  'the  newly  discovered  ending  of  St. 
Clement's  letter  enables  us  to  appreciate  more  fully ' — a  letter 
in  which  the  writer  claims  to  speak  with  the  authority  of 
God. 

The  least  that  can  be  said  of  this  first  disclosure  of  Home's 
X)OBition  in  the  Church  is  that  it  fits  in  with  her  present 
position  in  Roman  Catholic  Christendom. 

'  hoc.  eit.  p.  71. 


CHAPTER   n. 


TBB    CI.KMEKTINB    JIOMANCB. 


I.  'It  is  very  rcinarkiiblo,'  eavB  a  Proteetant  bistonaOi 
'that  a  iifriton  of  Biich  va-'^t  intluonce  in  truth  and  fiction, 
whose  words  were  law,  wlio  preached  the  dat3'  of  ofH»dienct'  and 
gnhmisiiion  to  an  indeiwndeat  and  distracted  Church,  whose 
^TifiioD  reached  eveo  to  unknown  Ijuids  Itcyond  the  Wttitern  Sea, 
lonld  inangnrate,  at  the  threshold  of  the  second  century, 
lat  long  line  of  pontiff  who  have,  outlasted  every  dyuauty 
"in  Europe,  and  now  claim  an  infallible  authority  over  the 
eonscienci-s  of  'iOO.OOO.OUO  of  Chiifltians.'  ' 

Dr.  SchafT  here  speakH  of  St.  (Uement,  who,  aaDr.  Salmon 
says,  '  speaks  in  a  tone  of  authority  to  a  sister  Church  of 
Apostolic  foundation,  and  thus  reveals  the  easy  and  innocent 
beginning  of  the  Papacy,'  *  in  a  letter  which,  aa  Dr.  Lightfout 
ol«er\-eJ,  forms  '  undonlitedly  '  *the  first  step  towards  Papal 
duuiiuation.* ' 

The  reasonable  explanation  is  that  liu  spoke  as  Hucccssor 
of  St.  Peter,  the  Prince  of  the  Aiiostles.  The  first  recorded 
utterance  of  a  Christian  bishop  in  uninspired  literature 
Rpeaks  in  the  name  of  hiBCIiurcb  with  the  voice  of  infallibility, 
niid  that  Church  is  tho  Church  of  Rome.  His  letter  was 
bound  up  with  Holy  Scripture,  and  is  to  be  seen  this  day  tii 
the  BritJHb  Museum  amongst  the  contents  of  the  great  Alex- 
andrian Codex  of  the  Bible.    According  to  Origcn,  Eusebius. 

'  Rchftif**  nut  of  the  Churth.  AMU-KictTU:  Chrlttiantty,  vol.  U.  p.  RAO 
(KlUubarKh).  *  Ha  wm  re-gardcd,'  sajB  Li^tfoot,  'u  the  btorpr«1er  of  ih« 
A|«mU>Uo  UMliiug  Uld  Ui«  eodiiitr  of  Ui«  AponloUc  urdiuuuioB '  {St.  Clem,  Tol. 
i.  p.  108). 

*  Hftlmon'i  (0.)  Jutroduetion  to  th4  Study  of  N.  Tat.  p.  64(t. 

*  St.  CUfwnt  of  Itotiu.  uoooft  edition,  p,  70.  In  the  Unl  edition  It  la 
« trmftl  ■(ytcinoD.' 
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and  St.  Jerome,  he  was  that  Clement  whose  nama  St.  Paul 
mentions  as  'in  the  book  of  life.'  According  to  some  modem 
authorities  he  was  a  Jewish  freedman,  or  the  eon  of  a  frceilman 
belonging  to  the  household  of  Flavins  Clemens  (Lightfoot). 
Tboro  can  be  little  doubt  that  bis  letter,  read  as  it  waa  in 
pablio  worebip  in  numerous  ChurchcB,  as,  for  instance,  in 
Corinth  itself,  for  many  years,  made  the  name  of  Clement 
sufficiently  well  known  for  a  large  amount  of  HpuriouH  litera- 
ture to  gather  round  it  in  the  second  and  third  centuries— a 
Htoratme  which  has  played  an  extraordiiiarlly  prominent  part 
in  modem  controversy.  It  furniabes,  according  to  Dr. 
Ligbtfoot,  Dr.  Salmon,  the  Bishop  of  Lincoln,  and  Mr.  PuUcr, 
the  key  to  the  ajssertions  made  by  the  ChriHtian  writers  of  the 
third  century  to  the  effect  that  the  See  of  Uome  is  the  Hee  of 
Feter.  The  same  literature  bad  ah-cady  been  seized  upon 
with  avidity  by  the  Kationaiiat  school  of  Tubingen,  and  still 
forms  the  bii8is  of  similar  theories  concerniug  the  origin  of 
Christianity. 

II.  Tltia  literature  contains  a  romantic  narrative  in  which 
8t.  Clement  in  his  travels  meets  with  relative  after  relative 
whom  he  bad  lost — hence  called  the  *  Recognitions  * — and  a 
set  of  Homilies,  containing  a  great  deal  of  Ebionitish  doctrine, 
and  a  letter  of  St.  Clement  to  St.  James,  which  forma  a  sort 
of  preface  to  the  version  wliicb  obtained  currency  ui  Rome.  In 
this  letter  St.  Clement  says  incidentally  that  lie  was  ordained 
by  Peter,  a  fact  which  by  no  means  fonns  a  prominent  feature 
of  the  narrative,  and  is  accompanied  in  tbo  same  breath  with 
the  statement  that  he  was  commissioned  by  Peter  to  send 
certain  sermons  to  St.  James,  as  the  head  of  the  Christian 
Church.  The  position  of  St.  James  as  tbo  bishop  of  bishops 
is  an  im^Ktrtant  feature  of  the  letter.  '  Taken  as  a  whole, 
the  Gementinc  Romance  is/  as  Mr.  Puller  admits,  *  entirely 
un-Petrine  and  un-Roman.* '  Its  whole  tendency  is  also' 
anti-Pauline  —  depreciatory,  that  is,  of  St.  Paul  as  com- 
pared with  St.  Jamee,  in  accordance  with  the  Ebionitish 
doctrine  which  placed  St.  James  before  either  St.  Peter  or  St. 
Pan].  It  is  supposed  to  have  appeared  in  Rome  cither  in  the 
middle  or  the  end  of  the  second,  or  m  the  beginning  of  the 

■  raUtr'8  (7.W.)  Tht  Primitiv  SainU  and  the  Ste  o/Bomt,  p.  45. 
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third  ceniory,  or  later  Btil].  It  was  never  quoted  as  an  au- 
thoritj  by  early  Cbrifitian  writerH,  but  nevertheless  obtained 
after  a  while  an  extensive  circulation.  It  13  written  with  skill 
and  popular  effect.  To  this  day  most  of  its  readers  will  admit 
that  there  is  a  certain  ^scination  about  it,  viewed  merely  as 
a  romance. 

Til.  Its  anti-Pauhne  tendency  was  seized  upon  by  Baur 
and  the  Tubingen  school  in  general,  and  vastly  exaggerated ; 
and  having  been  thus  interpreted,  was  made  to  do  service  in 
connection  with  a  passage  in  Holy  Scripture  whicb  has,  from 
the  eaiUest  days  or  Gbristianity,  been  pressed  into  the  service 
of  unbelief.  The  elate  of  things  supposed  to  be  described  in 
the  Clementine  Romance  was  held  to  be  a  survival  of  the 
state  of  matters  which  obtained  in  the  early  Church,  as  shown, 
According  to  this  theory,  by  the  conflict  between  St.  Peter 
and  St.  Paul  at  Antiocb.  The  di^crence  between  these  two 
Apostles  was  held  to  be  vital,  instead  of  concerning  only  a 
matter  of  practical  expediency ;  and  so,  according  to  this 
theory,  the  early  Church  began  with  a  conflict  as  to  the  truth 
to  be  taught,  of  which  we  have  the  remnants  in  the  Clementine 
literature.  Every  effort  was  therefore  made  to  throw  back 
the  Clementine  Romance  into  the  second  century,  and  as  far 
,  bftck  in  that  century  as  possible. 

It  would  be  outside  the  subject  of  this  boolf  to  enter  upon 
the  complete  and  decisive  answers  which  have  been  given  by 
Christian  writers  to  the  BationaUst  school  of  Tiibingen  on 
this  head. 

IV.  But  this  spurious  Clementine  literature  is,  as  I  have 
eaid,  now  pressed  into  the  service  of  anti- Papal  writers.  Dr. 
Salmon,  Provost  of  Trinity  CoIleRO,  Dublin,  one  of  the  most 
Tigoroua  opponents  of  the  Papal  claims,  whilst  he  exposes  the 
weakness  of  the  Rationalists'  deductions  from  the  Clementine 
literature,  neverthnless  rounds  off  one  of  his  paragraphs  with 
the  assertion  that  it  'has  bad  a  marvellous  share  in  shaping 
the  history  of  Christendom,  by  inrentimj  the  stoty  that  Petor 
was  Bishop  of  Rome,  and  that  he  named  Clement  to  succeed 
him  in  the  see.' '    lie  expresses  the  same  theory  elsewhere, 

■  Tnind,  to  th«  ff.  T.  toDith  edition.  18d9.  p,  IS.    Tli«  italic*  in  (hit  and 
tlut  InUowiOj  qootiktioDi  an  m;  oirn. 


14 


TO  ACCOUNT  FOK  THE  EXPRESSION, 


A.1I.  m 


Baying  that  as  regards  the  story  of  Peter's  Boman  episcopate, 
'  llie  real  inventor  of  the  story  was  an  editor  of  tho  Clemcnlino 
Bomajice.  .  .  .  Though  the  doctriual  teaching  of  the  Clemen- 
tinea  wfts  rejected  as  heretical,  the  narrative  part  of  the  book 
wao  readily  believed.'    He  gives  no  proof  of  this,  but  con- 
tinues, 'and  in  particular  this  story  of  Clement's  ordination 
by  Peter  was  felt  to  he  so  honourahle  to  the  Church  of  Rome 
that  it  was  at  oucf.  aiinpted  thrre,  and  has  been  the  traditional 
Boman    account   ever  since.' '      Dr.  Lightfoot   adopted  the 
same  theory,  stating  that  '  its  ghwijication  of  Home  and  the 
Roman  Bi»hop  obtained  for  it  an  early  and  wide  circulation  in 
the  West.    Acconlinglff,  even  Tertutlian  speaks  of  Cleniont  as 
the  immediate  suticessor  of  St.  Peter.' '    I  would  gladly  give 
this  author's  proof,  hut  I  have  been  unable  to  find  anything 
hut  assertion  on  this  whole  subject.     The  present  Bishop  of 
Lincoln  has  recently  adopted  the  same  position  in  his  preface ' 
to  Mr.  Puller's  book  on  *  The  Primitive  Saints  and  the  Sec  of 
Home.'     Dr.  King  is  sjieakiug,  indeed,  of  a  theory  which  no 
one,  that  I  have  been  able  to  discover,  ever  held,  viz.  that 
St,  Peter  was  the  '  sole  founder  of  the  Roman  See.'     But  it  is 
evident  that  he  alludes  to  the  theory  of  St.  Peter  being  held  to 
have  been  the  first  Bishop  of  Rome,  and  he  proceeds  to  say, 
referring  to  Sfr.  Puller's  book  (pp.  48, 49),  that '  the  anti-Paulino 
Clementine  Romance  may  eipbiin  the  source  from  which  this 
invention  was  derived.'     Mr.  Puller  himself  has  made  it  the 
pivot  of  bis  argument  against  Rome.     '  If  the  author  of  the 
Clementine  Romance  had  not  been  an  Ebionitish  heretic,  with 
an  inherited  hatred  of  the  memory  of  St.  Paul,  the  world  would 
nerer  hare  hfnrd  ofthf.  chair  of  Petr-r.    It  is  strange  how,  from  the 
very  first,  the  Roman  claims  have  been  based  upon  forgeriee.*  * 
And  when  he  comes  to  the  crucial  passage  in  St.  Cy]>rian*8 
writings,  where  that  saint  spoalfs  of  the  See  of  Itome  as  '  the 
Cliair  of  Peter  and  the  principal  Church  whence  sacerdotal 
anity  took  its  rise,'  he  dismisseg  St.  Cyprian  from  his  array 

'  Kalmon'fl  InfdUibility  «/  the  ChitTch,  see«md  edition,  1800,  p.  3C0. 

*  St.  Clrmmi  of  Harm:,  edition  1890,  vol.  i.  p.  M. 

*  P.  xzi.  I>r-  Einjt  ■'  h«T*  «ni]«*tonrine  to  ouIm  ntaa  for  oar  'honMty.* 
But  b«  ftart*  with  impiiting  to  lu  the  aTwve  ihcorjr,  which  do  C*tholie  thee- 
lo^o  «v8r  hold. 

*  FttUer'i  tht  Vrimitive  SaitUs,  p.  50. 
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ot  vitnesMB  on  this  point,  as  under  a  prevailing  delnaion. 

f  need  tay  nothiwj  about  tlie  expression,  "Chair  of  Peter," 
opfdied  to  the  Hee  of  Rome.     liy  the  time  of  St.  Cyprian 

fe$tem  Christians  bad  learnt  from  tlie  Cleiuentiuc  liomonce 
to  apply  the   title  to  the   Boman  Stb.' '    Mr.  Puller  goes 
rther  (if  his  words  are  to  be  taken  serioiiely)  than  his  pre- 
irs,  for  he  says, '  No  one  had  any  (suspicion  that  tlio 
Clementine  Bomance  was  a  lie  inveiite<1  by  a  heretic,'  for 
[Vhich  there  is  no  proof  given ;  and,  fiirtlu'V,  '  the  Btory  was 

:cepted  on  all  sides.'  In  other  wordti,  the  whole  Church 
believed  that  St.  James  was  its  visible  head  !  '  Some/  he 
cuntinae», '  like  St.  C^Tirinn,  accepted  it,  but  without  allowing 
it  to  modify  to  any  appreciable  degree  the  traditioual  teach- 
ing of  the  Church.  Others,  more  closely  connected  with  the 
Charch  of  Borne,"  fasteucd  on  the  notion  of  tho  chair  of 
PetCT,  and  usod  that  notion  to  ^M'ovidc  an  npostohc  boBis  for 
the  growing  claims  of  the  J^oman  See.'  It  is  ditl^cult  to  sco 
how  tlioy  would  secure  '  an  apostolic  basis  *  by  extruding 
St.  Paul.  For  the  twin  Apostles  includo  St.  Peter.  It  wae 
not,  therefore,  a  substitution  of  St.  Peter  for  St.  Paul,  but  of 
St  Peter  for  St.  Poter  and  St.  Paul. 

V.  But  the  Clementine  literature  is  a  subject  whiuh  deserves 
ft  somewhat  fuller  treatment.  I  shall  accordingly  endeavour 
to  show  that,  supposing  '  the  corporate  pride  of  tlio  Boman 
CliriatiiUiB '  could  be  reasonably  imagined  to  be  so  'flattered' 
by  Uu  'unique  position  which  it  [this  romance]  assigned  to 
ClcmeDt,*  which  is  Dr.  Lightfoot'ti  explanation,  it  has  not  been 
ooncluaivoly  proved  that  this  romance  was  tlie  tirBt  to  call 
St.  Clement  the  successor  of  Peter  in  the  bishopric  of  Bomc. 
It  nuiy  be  shuwu  that  there  was  something  else  before  it — 
namely,  the  Ubta  of  the  Bishops  of  Borne. 

But  before  entering  on  this  proof  I  feel  that  it  is  necessary 
to  enter  a  protest  against  the  assumption  virtually  made  by 
twme  tlial  the  local  Church  of  Bomo  was  in  thai  early  age 
filled  with  the  spirit  of  the  devil.  How  could  this  be,  if,  with 
Dr.Lightfoot  and  others,  wc  exphiin  the  position  of  superiority 
accorded  to  the  Church  of  Borne  by  her  moral  majesty  ?    She 

'  I*rim.  SS.  p.  M.  '  TertnlliAn,  tor  inslunea,  St.  Cyprian's  nwwlr-r. 
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presided  '  in  love,'  ifi  his  interpretation  of  'irpoKa$i)fiipi}  Ti)t 
ayair^s.    The  possibility  of  such  a  translation  of  St.  Igna- 
tius' words  in  not   now  tbo  question ;  but  so  Dr.  Lightfoot 
explains  her  position.   Tliis  '  practical  goodness,'  as  he  chooses 
to  translate   the   supernatural  gift  of  ayavrr;,'  enabled  her, 
according  to  these  writers,  to  take,  aiid  justi£ed  her  in  taking 
the  lead,  and  led  others  to  acquiesce  in  a  kind  of  primacy, 
Thifl  (they  tell  us),  together  with  her  position  as  the  Imporial 
city,  went  to  form  her  unique  position.   Was,  then,  the  Church 
of  Home,  the  leading  Church  according  to  all  those  writers,  so 
filled  with  the  spirit  of  l^ing  that  sbo  could  take  the  suggestion 
of  a  romance  in  place  of  her  own  lists,  which  wo  know  from 
Hegesippus  she  then  possessed,  whether  by  oral  tradition  or  in 
writing?'    HqaI  she  the  heart  to  alter  her  talo,  to  drop  the 
Apostle  in  whom  she  had  gloried,  and  in  whom,  conjointly 
witli  St.  Peter,  she  glories  to-day,  sending  out  her  lulls  in 
their  twin  name? — bad  she, I  say,  the  heart  suddenly  to  change 
her  attitude  towards  her  known  and  beloved  founders  ?     Did 
Tertulliau,  when  he  came  to  Borne,  instead  of  examining  tlie 
lists,  instead  of  listening  to  what  older  men  could  tell  him» 
take  up  with  au  incidental  expression  In  a  romance,  which  no 
single  irriUr  of  Oiat  time  crer  quotnl,  bo  far  as  our  records  go, 
as  an  authority,  and  of  which  tiiey  rejected   the  heretical 
teaching,  according  to  Dr.  Salmon  V     Could  all  classes  in  tlio 
Church  of  Rorao  agreo  suddenly  on  a  new  platform,  and  no 
whistler  of  the  fundamental  change  find  its  way  outside,  or 
produce  the  slightest  protest  against    this  change  in   the 
Church's  idea  of  her  own  constitution  ?     Is  it  reason,  is  it 
common  sense,  to  suppose  that  in  twenty  years,  which  is  the 
utmost  space  of  time  that  is  given,-'*  a  change  so  vital  was 
effected,  as  that  the  episcopal  chair  was  no  longer  what  it  is 
assumed  by  these  writers  to  have  been,  that  of  the  two 
Apostles,  hut  of  one  only  ? 

But  further,  why  should  the  *  corporate  pride  of  the  Roman 
Christians*  be  so  flattered  by  the  story  of  St.  Clement  being 
so  prominent,  and  having  been  ordainod  by  St.  Peter,  that  it 

•  Loc.  cit.  p.  71. 

•  HcRDBippna'  ■xpTcssion,  ItaS^xh'  imlna*  m&;  imply  that  there  woa  no 
wriU«n  oflloiiJ  lift    Bat  b«  toaad  at  least  a  reliable  oral  tradiUon. 

•  Prim.  SS.  p-  49. 
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henceforth  adopted  the  idea  of  the  see  being  that  of  Peter 
and  not  that  of  Ptter  and  Paul  ?  "Was,  then,  St.  Peter  so  far 
above  St.  Paul  that  it  would  flattor  their  corporate  pride  to 
call  it  the  see  of  Peter  iantead  of  the  see  of  both '?  Waa  the  glo- 
rification of  St.  Clement  sufficient  to  balance  the  depreciation 
of  St.  Peter,  in  the  eame  narrative,  below  St.  James?  And 
could  Itome  ever  bear  any  approach  to  an  Ebionitish  view  of 
the  Apostle  of  the  Gentiles  ?  Again,  who  are  the  writers  who 
were  thus,  on  Mr,  Puller's  theory,  deluded '?  Jfen  like  Ter- 
tullian,  who  belonged  to  the  Church  of  Carthage !  But  is  it 
conceivable  that  TertoUian,  with  his  forensic  ability,  the  tiraft 
Christian  writer  of  the  day,  who  had  been  at  Rome  before  the 
3*ear  200,  ha<l  never  lieard  of  what  tJiegi-  wnU-rs  siippoite  Ui 
bare  bfen  the  earlier  teaching,  viz.  that  the  See  of  Rome 
vaa  not  the  See  of  Peter,  hut  merely  founded  by  the  two 
'AposlleH,  and  that  neither  of  these  A|>ostles  Imld  to  it  any 
relationship  different  from  the  other?  Or  if  they  knew 
of  this  supposed  earlier  teaching,  can  we  conceive  of  their 
debl)erately  falsifying  or  ignoring  it  without  a  word  of  ei- 
planation  'f  Ta  this  the  way  in  which  the  phrase,  which  waa 
henceforth  common  to  all  ages,  sprang  mto  existence  ?  If  so, 
the  expression  *  the  chair  of  Peter '  mast  be  considered  the 
'cymbol  of  the  Church's  utter  inability  to  cstrude  a  seriously 
[erroneous  doelriue. 

Such  are  the  insuperable  philosophical  difScalties  in  the 
theory  that  the  Clementine  Romance  gave  birth  to  the  doctrine 
that  the  See  of  Rome  is  the  See  of  Peter.  There  are,  how- 
ever, critical  obstacles  besides. 

VI.  We  know  that  Borne  possessed  at  least  two  lists  of  her 
bishops  before  the  Clementine  Romance  appeared  on  the  scene. 
In  the  reign  of  Eleutherius,'  a  converted  Jew,  named  Hegesip- 
pus,  came  from  Syria  to  Rome  for  the  purpose  of  inquiring 
tioularly  into  tlie  li^ts  of  bishops  from  the  Apostles'  time. 
[e  desired,  above  all  things,  to  establish  the  connection  be- 
tween the  series  of  bishops  and  the  Apostles  in  each  case,  in 
le  East  and  in  the  West.  Eupc-hius  (not  a  Roman  writer) 
)t6  with  the  list  as  made  out  by  Hegesipptis  under  bis  eye. 


A.D,  175-180. 


18 


CniTICAL  DIFFICULTFES. 


A.D.  96 


What,  then,  in  the  evidence  supplied  iu  thia  matter  by 
EusebiiiH? 

Bnt  first  wo  must  be  clear  &&  to  what  it  is  that  we  are 
engaged  in  proving.  Catholic  theology,  then,  has  always 
spoken  of  the  See  of  Home  an,  in  Bome  Beitse,  the  See  of  the 
two  ApOHlles,  Peter  and  Paul.  We  join  these  two  Apostles 
together  in  all  our  thongbtB  ocH^cernUig  Itome,  when  we  wish 
to  be  precise  and  explanatory.  Ikime  has  inherited  from  St. 
Paul  the  luerits  of  his  martyrdom  and  a  pecnliar  inheritance 
of  watcliful  caro,  as  her  patron  conjointly  with  St.  Peter. 
But  from  St.  Poter  she  has  inherited  his  character  of  fonnda- 
tion  in  a  unique  sense,  as  fOuij>ared  witli  the  other  Apostles 
{who  are  also  foundations),  and  that  ])ossefision  of  tlie  keys 
which  was  bestowed  on  Peter.  This  poBsession  of  the  feeys  is 
bomething  beyond  their  mere  use  and  exercise,  such  aa  the 
rest  of  the  A^Ktstlea  receivod  for  the  pur]ioseB  of  their  tem- 
porary mission,  as  founders  of  Churches  throughout  the 
world.  Thoso  who  do  not  belong  to  us  are  not  generally 
aware  that  we  never  commemorate  St.  Peter  in  the  Holy  Mass, 
or  the  other  sacred  offices  of  the  Church,  without  immediately 
also  commemorating  St.  Paul,  nor  St.  Paul  without  at  once 
adding  a  memorial  of  St.  Peter.  The  Feast  of  June  29  is 
not  with  us  the  Feast  of  St.  Peter,  aa  it  is  in  the  calendar  of 
the  English  Church,  it  is  the  Feast  of  St.  Peter  and  St. 
Paul.  And  every  Popo  sends  forth  his  bulls  in  the  name  of 
the  two  Apostles.  As,  then,  a  person  could  not  argue  from 
the  latter  fact  that  the  See  of  Ilomo  ifi  not  held  by  us  to  b« 
in  a  si>ecial  sense  the  See  of  Peter,  so  neither  could  one  argue 
from  a  mention  in  any  early  writer  of  a  relationship  of  the 
See  of  Rome  to  the  two  Apostles  that  such  a  writer  did  not 
also  believe  in  a  special  relationship  to  the  Apostle  Peter  on 
tbe  part  of  the  same  see.  To  prove  similarity  of  teaching 
between  primitive  and  modern  Rome,  we  should  look  for  tlie 
use  of  both  expressions.  'I'hia  is  exactly  what  we  do  find  in 
TcrtuUian,  who  speaks  of  liome  as  tbe  see  into  which  the 
Apostles  Peter  and  Paul  '  poured  all  doctrine  {to(am  doctri- 
tuim),'  and  says  ut  tho  same  lime  that  St.  Clement  was 
ordained  to  it  by  St.  Peter.'    TertuUian,  I  notice  in  passing, 

•  D*  Ptaicr.  Hisr.  83  (aj>.  300). 


-MD 


HEGESIPPDS'  LIST  OF  BI8H0PS, 


19 


does  not  Bay  that  Si.  Clemeat  was  the  immediato  succesnior  of 
St.  Peter,  but  8iin|ily  that  St.  Clement,  Bishop  of  Borne 
(whom  all  the  world  knew,  and  who  was  the  teacher  of  othere), 
was  ordained  by  8t.  Peter  himself.  This  is  ail  that  his  argu- 
meni  retjuiree,  since  it  is  to  establish  the  apostolidty  of  Uie 
Chnrcb  of  Home.  It  was  neoessary  for  this  purpose  to  shaw 
not  only  that  it  was  founded  by  two  Apostles,  but  that  they 
both,  or  (which  was  at  the  least  the  same  thing)  one  of 
them,  had  instituted  a  Rucccssor,  as  in  the  caiw  of  ibe  other 
Chureheit  which  he  mentions. 

And  now  to  return  to  Cusebius.  I)r.  Ligbtfwt '  has  fur- 
nished us  with  a  most  exliauslive  critical  investigation  of  the 
relationship  between  the  list  made  out  by  liegcsippuH  and 
the  Hist(»-y  and  Chronicle  of  Eu»ebius,  and  has  gone  far  to 
prove  that  tlie  latter  had  tbu  very  list  of  nej^esippus  in  hts 
hand^  throu^^h  the  medium  of  a  Syrian  writer  in  the  time  of 
Elagabalus,  named  JuUus  Africauus.  But  that  he  had,  some- 
hoTi,  the  liflt  of  Hegesippus  may  be  deduced  from  his  own 
words. 

Wliat,  then,  does  Eusebius,  resting  on  the  list  made  by 
Hegesippns  in  the  middle  of  the  second  century,  say  oonoern- 
ing  the  relationship  of  St.  Clement  to  St.  Peter  ? 

There  h  now  no  question  as  to  bis  making  him  the  nest 
bat  one  to  Linus.  \Vbat,  then,  wae  the  relationship  of  Linus 
to  Peter? 

There  are  two  sources  tiom  which  we  gather  the  witness 
of  Eusebius — his  History  and  his  Chronicle.  In  his  History 
he  says'  that  Linns  was  the  tirst  appointed  to  the  bishopric 
of  the  Church  of  the  Romans  after  the  martyrdom  of  Paul 
and  Peter.  This  is  an  expreseion  which  decides  nothing  ;  for 
we  fihould  say  that  Henry  HI.  was  the  iirst  king  of  England 
after  John,  meaning  to  include  John  amongst  the  kings.  The 
word  '  after '  may  be  utied  of  a  successor  in  the  same  ebair, 
the  ilrat  surccMaor  being  callod  the  first  bishop  €^fter  the  origi- 
niU  occupant. 

'  PMtIwwhol«  of  the  inlercwtlng  iliMnnsstoo  on  tbe  'eulj  RoniMn  rooMs- 
rico'  (i^ML-MS)  in  bif  GUmeni  of  Romt,  vol.  i.  Evwj  lia«  will  rtfwy 
fntmL 
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But  iramodiatoly  afterwards  Kusebiua  uses  an  expression 
which  sagfTeats  a  difference  of  reIationnliip  l)etween  St.  Peter 
and  St.  Paul  to  the  bishopric  of  Rome.  I'or  he  BayB '  that 
Linutj  obtained  the  biuhopric  of  the  Church  of  the  Homane 
*^r«i  after  Peter.*  Here  we  have  Peter  alone  connected  with 
the  bifihoprio.  But  further  on  there  is  anothor  expression, 
when  he  speaks  of  Clement  as  '  holding  the  third  place  of 
those  who  actiMl  as  bishop  after  hnth  Paul  and  Peter.' '  Here 
tlie  series  of  bishops  obviously  begins  with  Linus,  but  the 
exact  relationship  to  the  two  Apostles  is  not  defined.  In 
another  later  passage "  he  speaks  of  Telespbcras  as  receiving 
the  biebopric  *  seventh  from  the  Apostles,'  which  may  mean 
after  their  death,  or  in  snccesfiion  to  them. 

So  far,  then,  Eusebius  is  found  to  speak  ordinarily  of 
Linus,  coming  after  the  Aposllea,  aa  the  Brst  bishop,  but  on 
one  occasion  ho  speaks  of  him  aa  tho  successor  of  Peter  alone. 
Both  are  true,  according  to  the  teaching  of  theology. 

But  besides  bis  History,  EusuMiis  drew  up  a  Chronicle, 
which  appears  to  have  contained  the  list  from  which  he  took 
that  which  he  gives  in  hia   History.    This  is  a  matter  of 
general  agreement.     But  that  Chronicle  is  not  extant.     We 
have  only  a  few  extracts  in  Sjnicellus,  a  Greek  writer  of  the 
ninth  century,  and  three  versions  in  other  languages — viz. 
Armenian,  Latin,  and  Syriac.     The  first  of  these,  the  Arme- 
nian, was,  according  to  Pettrmann,  who  has  translated  it  into 
Latin,*  from  two  sources — the  original  Greek  and  a  Syriac 
translation.     The  first  part,  according  to  Peturmann,  with 
whom  Lightfoot  agrees  so  far,^  is  from  the  original  Greek.    In 
this,  whilst  Clement  is  counted  as  third  from  the  Apostlas, 
there  is  a  passage  of  supreme  imjtortance.  in  wbii^h  the  writer 
nays:  'The  Apostle  Peter,  when  he  had  first  founded  the 
Charch  of  Antioch,  sets  out  for  the  city  of  Bome«  and  there 
preaches  tho  gospel,  and  stays  there  aa  prelate  of  the  Church 
for  twenty  years.*  ^    It  also  BO  happens  that  we  have  this  very 
pMSAge  in  the  original  preserved  by  Syncellus  :  '  but  he  [i.«. 

*  H.B.m.4,  •  Ui.  31.  •  ir.  B, 

*  It  oui  be  SMTi  in  ibe  Briliab  UoMDm  in  A,  Scboone's  bmotiful  edittoa, 
in  which  the  vutout  v«nloiu  mn  placed  lid*  b;  sidf. 

*  Lot.  eit.  p.  219.  •  a.  1£0. 
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Peter],  besidee  tho  Church  in  Antiocb,  also  first  presided  over 
that  in  Rome  nntil  his  death.' ' 

And  the  Latin  version  by  St.  Jerome  confirmB  this,  for  St. 
Jerome,  who  made  tho  translation,  Bays  of  Peter,  '  He  is  sent 
to  Rome,  where,  preaching  tho  gospel  for  twenty-five  years, 
he  perseveres  as  bishop  of  the  same  city.'  And  yet  St. 
Jerome  calls  Linus  '  the  first  bishop  after  Peter.'  Thus  the 
Chrom'cle  of  Eusebius  coincides  with  the  History,  St.  Peter 
was  Bishop  of  Home,  but  being  an  Apostle  also,  the  bishops 
"are  sometimes  counted  from  Linus '  and  not  from  the  Apostle, 
sometimes  from  one  Apostle,  sometimes  from  both. 

The  Syriac  version  again  coniirms  the  Armenian  and 
Latin  on  this  particular  point.  It  has  an  excerpt  from  the 
Chronicon,  which  eaya  that  '  Peter,  after  he  had  establialied 
the  Church  at  Antioch,  presided  over  the  Church  at  Rome  for 
twenty  years." 

Tlie  later  Greek  and  Oriental  chronographies  establish  the 
I  same  point.  Cardinal  Mai  pablishod  one  which  was  drawn  up 
professedly  '  from  the  labours  of  Eusebius,*  in  which  the  lists 
of  bishops  open  with  the  statement,  'Peter  first  acted  as 
bishop  [hreaKO-mjasf)  in  Rome,"  whilst  in  the  same  century 
Nicephorus,  the  Patriarch  of  Constantinople,  gives  a  list  of 
'  those  who  acted  as  bishops  in  Rome  from  Christ  and  the 
Apostles — I.  Peter  the  Apostle.* 

Dr.  Lightfoot  has  (it  seems  to  the  present  writer)  proved 
tliat  both  the  History  and  the  Chronicon  of  Eusebius  derived 
their  lists  from  Hegesippus. 

But  not  only  so.  He  seems  to  have  cstabUshed  another 
point  of  great  importance  for  our  present  purpose,  and  that  is 
the  connection  between  a  passago  in  Kpiplianius  and  the 
original  list  of  Hegesippus.  He  thinks  timt  this  list  really 
appears  in  Epiphanins,  '  Hoer.'  xxvii.  6.  Now  St.  Kpiphtinius 
^speaks  of  l»otIi  Peter  and  Paul  as  at  once  Apostles  ami  liiektrpa 
Borne,  and  give»  the  name  of  Linus  next.  He  then  goes  on 
to  explain  how  it  was  that  although  St.  Clement  wae  a  con- 

*  i  tl  altbt  ftna  r^i  if  'At^io^'f  iititKnalat  nJ  T^t  ir  'I^t^p  «pwr«t  «p«^«ti| 
fmt  TiA«ii(«(wf  mbrcv  (ibid.). 

*  ThU  mmt  not  b«  andeTfltoAd  u  thoajth  Linus,  Bishop  of  Ronir,  iliil  not 
•oecMd  to  tb«  p<>nt!licftt«  ot  th»  Uatvoraal  Cfaurdi;  but  the  it|ioaLolAt«  wu 
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temporary  of  the  two  Apoatlea,  yet  the  others  sncceeded  '  to 
the  episcopate  before  bim,*  viz.  Linus  ami  Cletus.  Here,  then, 
according  to  some  very  satisfjictory  reasfuis  given  by  Dr. 
Li^htfoot,  ^e  are  in  closest  contact  viith  Uegeaippus,  who 
wrote,  bo  it  remembered,  in  the  middle  of  the  second  century. 
And  the  writer  who  i«  considered  to  give  ug  most  directly  and 
nuijuefitionably  the  results  of  Ilegesippnfl'  work  in  Itorae  is 
also  the  writer  who  enters  most  largely  into  the  question  of 
St.  Clement's  relationship  to  Bt.  PetcT.  He  wits,  according  to 
St.  Epiphaniofi,  ordained  by  that  Apostle,  hut  could  not  to 
prevailed  upon  to  take  upon  himself  the  responsibility  of  the 
sole  episeojHite  on  their  dealli,  until,  Liime  and  Cletus  having 
both  died,  he  was  at  last  '  forced '  into  it.  It  is,  of  course, 
only  conjecture  that  the  subject  of  Clement  filled  a  special 
place  in  the  '  memorials '  of  Hegesii^pus,  rs  it  did  in  St. 
Epiphanius'  work;  but,  supposing  this  to  be  the  east*,  we  havo 
another  side-light  thrown  on  the  prominence  which  the  name 
of  St.  Clement  obtained  in  the  East,  whence  came  the  Clemeo* 
tine  Komance.  Hegesipims  wu^i  himself  a  Syrian  CUristtaii, 
who  visited  Corintli  and  Home.  Julius  Africanus,  through 
whom  Euscbius  derived  bis  knowledge  of  Hegesippus'  work, 
was  A  native  of  Enimaus.  And  the  Clementine  Romance 
hailed,  in  its  original  dress,  also  horn  the  East. 

The  result  of  all  that  has  been  said  is,  that  what  we  can 
glean  from  Eusebius  and  St.  Epiphauius  concerning  Uege- 
■ippus'  work,  which  was  written  in  tlie  middle  of  the  second 
century,  points  to  a  belief  already  efttahlished,  that  St. 
element,  at  whatever  intt-rvaJ,  occupied  '  the  chair  of  Peter ' — 
a  belief,  therefore,  which  was  in  oustcnce  before  the  Clemen- 
tine Romance  uould,  on  any  theory,  have  made  ita  appeai'tuioe 
in  Home  or  the  West. 

VU.  But  there  is  one  more  witness,  and  that  of  the  first 
importance,  viz.  St.  Iremeus  liimself. 

Id  his  list  of  the  Bishops  of  Itome  we  have  again,  accord- 
ing to  Dr.  Lightfoot,  the  same  work  of  Hegesippus,  thougli 
this  is  denied  by  many  scholars.  However,  tho  witness  uf  St. 
Irena^us  is  of  importance  In  itself,  because  it  is  often  supposed 
to  contradict  that  of  TertulUan.'    But  that  is  an  idea  which 

<  St.  Cldm,  oj  Jtcme.  LighUooi,  p.  SOi. 
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ariseB  simply  from  a  miBiDtorpretatiGii.  In  biB  first  mention 
of  the  Buccesaion  of  the  Bishops  of  Rome  ('  IlaEr.'  i.  27,  1),  Bt. 
IrezuBOs  speaks  of  Hy^inus  as  the  mnth.  which  makes  St 
Pet6r  the  first,  as  Hygimis  was  the  eighth  aj'ter  the  Apostle. 
He  repeats  this  on  Another  occasion  ('Hffir.'  iii.  4,  8}.  Dr. 
LiRhtfoot  here  conjectures  thiit  the  readin^^  may  be  wronji; ; 
but  admits  that  '  alt  the  authorities  arc  agieod  '  as  to  the  cor- 

[^rectnesa  of  the  reading.  Hia  only  reason  for  supposing  that 
the  reading  may  lie  wrong  M^ms  to  be  that  it  doets  not  fit  in 
with  his  iheor^'  that  8t.  Fcicr  ought  nut  to  be  uuuntcd  as  a 
Bishop.  The  reading  appears  in  St.  Cyprian,  Kasobius,  and 
St  Epiphaniaa.  But  St.  IreniDUS  aUto  says  in  another  i>aa- 
sage  ('  Usr.'  iii.  4,  3)  that  the  ApoiitleH  I'tter  and  I'aui  ttn- 
trustod  the  ministry  uf  the  episcopate  tu  Linus,  and   that 

^Clemeoit  came   '  third.'     This  Bebming  contnidietiou   is  ex- 

ipbined  by  the  consideration  mentioned  above,  nz.  that 
Linos  might  be  called  first  after  Peter,  or  second,  according  as 
the  writer  meant  io  speak  of  tlioae  who  were  only  Bishops  as 
one  body  by  ihemeelvefi,  by  reason  of  the  apostolate  of  St. 
Pctdr,  or  of  the  bishops  as  actually  commencing  with  him  who 
iras  Apostle  and  Bishop  all  in  one.  The  episcopate  of  Linus, 
Allhoagh  inheriting  the  peiuHar  i>owerB  of  St.  Peter's  epieuo- 
pate,  «.«.  of  his  nniversai  pontificate  (though  not  of  his 
Apoetolaie  considered  in  its  fullest  sense),  would  naturally  be 
due  to  the  joint  action  of  the  two  Apostles. 

Thus  the  see  was  founded  by  the  two  A]Kistles ;  the  first 
)D  who  was  bishop  without  being  one  of  the  Twelve  was 

'^Sppointed  by  their  common  action.  This  bi&hop  inherited 
those  featoree  of  St.  Peter's  apostolate  which  were  special  to 
bint,  and  accordingly  he  might  he  spoken  of  either  as  the 

'^second  Bishop  of  Kome,  or  the  first  after  Peter,  or  the  lirat  after 
the  martyrdom  of  the  two  Apostles,  or.  in  fine,  the  first  after 
Peter  and  Paul,  Apostles  and  Bishops :  the  former  because 

^ef  the  relationship  of  St.  Peter  to  Borne  as  the  originator  of  its 
auiversal  pontificate,  the  latter  because  of  the  connection  of 
8t.  Paul  with  liume  as  fellow -labourer  with  the  Prince  of  the 
Apostles,  and  its  joint  patron  in  the  courts  of  lleaven.  No 
one  of  these  terms  eiclndcs  the  other.  St.  IreuiBUs  docs  not 
eotjlradict    TertuUion,   nor   Tertullian   St.   Irenreua.    A  sec 
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founded  by  two  Apostles  is  not  necesBarily  tlie  see  of  both  or 
either.  The  expreHsion  settles  nothing.  St.  Gregory  founded 
the  See  of  Loudou,  but  waa  not  its  bishop.  If  it  seemed 
good  to  one  ApoBtle  to  tako  the  See  of  Rome  under  his  special 
caxe,  and  form  to  it  a  special  relationshipj  there  would  be 
nothing  iu  the  fact  of  the  foundation  of  the  community  having 
been  due  to  co-operation  to  prevent  hie  so  doing.  It  cannot  be 
Baid  that  St.  James  founded  the  See  of  Jerusalem,  and  yet  he 
was  its  first  bishop.  And,  conversely,  although  St.  Paul, 
coming  on  to  the  scene  after  St.  Peter,  aesistc-d  in  the  founda- 
tion of  the  organisation  of  the  Christian  community  at  Home, 
it  was  not  necessary  that  he  sliould  also  be  its  biahop  in  the 
same  senae  as  St.  Puter. 

Why,  then,  should  Tertullian  Bpealt  of  Clement  as  ordained 
by  St.  Fetor  if  Linus  was  the  first  bishop?  The  two  facts  I 
have  shown  are  not  mutually  exclusive.  There  is  nothing 
tmreawnable  in  the  first  part  of  the  explanation  given  by 
Hufinus  in  his  preface  to  his  translation  of  the  Clementine 
Recognitions,  viz.  '  Linus  and  Cletus  were  indeed  biahops  in 
the  city  of  Rome  before  Clement,  but  during  the  hfetime  of 
Peter,  that  is  to  say,  ao  that  they  bore  the  care  of  the 
episcopate,  whilst  he  fulfilled  the  office,  of  the  apostolate.' '  We 
must,  however,  add  that  they  also  reigned  after  St,  Peter,  and 
when  it  came  to  the  successor  of  the  Apoatlo,  now  in  glory, 
one  must  come  before  the  other,  and  whether  from  humility, 
as  St.  Epipbanius  thought,  or  ft-om  whatever  other  cause.  St. 
Clement  camo  third.  But  it  is  more  hkely  that  it  was  settled 
by  the  two  Apostles  that  Linus  should  be  the  first  successor 
of  Peter  before  their  death,  and  hence  the  account  in  8t. 
Irentens.  They  did  not,  they  could  not,  hand  on  precisely 
their  own  position,  for  they  were  Apostles  ;  but  '  they  com- 
mitted theministry  of  the  episcopate  to  Linus'  ('Heer.'iii.S.S). 
St.  Clement,  however,  especially  from  his  great  Epistle,  filled 
a  place  in  men's  eyes  which  the  others  did  not,  and  so  for 
Tertullian's  purpose  it  would  be  enough  to  say  that  ho  waa 
ordained  by  St.  Peter,  not  thereby  excluding  the  other  two. 
Tertnlli&n  wislied  to  insist  on  the  succession  of  doctrine,  and 
mentions  the  connection  between  the  well-known  Clement  and 
•  B.  B.  iti.  p.  4. 
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St.  Peter  as  snflicicnt.  He  received  tbe  bi&hopric  from  St. 
Petvr,  whether  as  first  or  third  was  not  material  to  the 
point. 

Xlll.  But  this  is  not  all.  The  questiou  now  occui-s,  When 
did  the  Clementine  literature  appear  in  Rome?  Wan  it  bo- 
fore  Tertulliau  wrote  ?  The  Tubingen  school  did  its  best  to 
force  the  composition  of  these  writings  as  far  back  in  the 
second  ccntmy  as  tbe  middle.  The  llishop  of  Lincoln  (Pref. 
to  *  Prim.  8S/  p.  xxi.)  fathers  Mr.  Puller's  theory,  which  ia 
apparently  the  same  as  that  of  Dr.  Lightfuot,  and  nearly  that 
of  Pr.  Salmon.  Tbe  latter  writer  renders  bis  own  theory 
mote  difficult  to  maintain,  by  making  this  literature  'not 
older  than  the  very  end  of  the  second  century/  '  in  at  any  rate 
the  form  in  which  tt  appeared  at  Home.  In  thiij  case  it  would 
have  been  oontempora neons  with  Tertiillian's  account,  mid 
one  doee  not  Bee  how  TertulUan  could  possibly  have  gone 
counter  to  the  supposed  older  tradition  at  once.  Mr.  Puller 
fipeakB  of  its  appearance  at  Rome  as  '  an  event  which  pruba-bly 
intervened  between  the  time  of  8t.  Ireneeus'  treatise  and  the 
time  of  St.  Cyprian,' '  which  is  too  vague  for  his  thesis. 
Accordingly  he  settles  its  dato  further  on,  purely,  however, 
on  the  grounds  of  bis  own  assumption  an  to  tho  effect  of  that 
Uceratore.  He  says,  '  There  is  much  reason  for  supposing ' 
{but,  like  Dr.  Lightfoot,  he  does  not  give  the  reasons  for  this, 
which  is  the  pivot  of  the  whole  argument)  '  tlmt  the  notion 
that  St^  Peter  himself  consecrated  Clement  to  the  Roman  See 
is  wholly  due  to  the  Clementine  Romance,  and  therefore  that  ro- 
mance mnat  have  established  itn  iufUienC'e  in  Home  some  time 
during  the  last  twenty  years  of  the  second  century,  between 
the  year  ISO,  which  is  the  approximate  date  of  the  treatise 
of  St.  Irenieus,  and  the  year  200,  which  is  the  approximate 
date  of  the  treatise  of  Tortullian.*  * 

Mr.  Puller  realises  the  importance  of  establishing  a  date 
for  the  Clementine  Uteruture  anterior  to  TertulUan's  acuoiuit 
of  Peter  having  ordained  Clement.  And  it  is  not  too  much  to 
say  that  the  argument  of  his  book  altogether  halts  if  tbia 


'  bUrvd.  to  2i.  T.  (oarlb  vaition,  p.  li. 

*  Prim,  8S.  p.  44. 

*  Tbid.  p.  48.    Th«  itftlEct  Art  my  own. 
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cannot  be  established.  Tbe  '  very  end  *  of  the  century,  whioh 
J)r.  Salmon  givca  oa  its  date,  will  not  really  serve  tbe  purpose ; 
for  who  could  liplievc  that  a  new  novel,  making  St.  James  tlie 
bead  of  the  whole  Church,  could  in  a  year  or  two,  or  in  five 
years,  induce  the  Roman  CbristiauB  to  tell  such  a  lie  on 
behalf  of  their  *  corpornte  pride '  as  to  ignore  their  older  lista 
and  (supposed)  older  tradition  on  the  authority  of  a  book^ 
written  in  the  intere^its  of  Ebioiiitism  ? 

Thfre  is,  however,  an  interesting  piece  of  evidence  whinh 
goes  far  to  prove  that  neither  the  Tiibingen  Rationalista  nor 
the  anti-Papal  writers  are  correct  in  assigning  this  Clemen* 
tine  literature  to  any  part  of  tho  second  century.  In  the  Uth 
book  of  the  '  Recognitions '  of  Clement,  as  preserved  in  Rufinna' 
translation,  there  are  nearly  ten  chapters  which  are  almost 
identical  (in  mimy  places  al>soIutely  so)  with  a  trcatiao  of 
which  I''ufiebiuH  givea  a  copious  extract,  written  by  a  Syriao 
theologian  named  Bardesanes,  bnrn  at  Edessa,  and  famous  for 
his  philo-wphico-theologii-iU  sjieculatioas.  The  H>Tiac  origiiiitl 
of  the  treatise,  of  winch  EiiKt-bius  gives  the  extractH  iu  Greek, 
was  discovered  by  the  lata  Canon  Cureton  in  1843  and  pub- 
lished in  1855.  Cureton  thought  that  Bardesanes  '  himsel 
wrote  the  treatise,  but  it  was  possibly  writtt-n  Viy  u  distiple 
his,  who  incorporated  tbe  arguments  of  a  treatise  of  hia 
master.  So  that  in  that  case  what  follows  would  apply  to 
the  substance  of  the  bardct^anes  dialogue,  not  to  ilti  form, 
liut  I  will  speak  of  it  aa  Rardesanes*.' 

Tbe  first  question  that  arises  ia,  which  borrowed  from  tha 
otlier — Bardesanes  from  the  Greek  '  Recognitions/  or  the 
'  Recognitions  '  fr<»n  Bardesanes  ?    Dr.  Hort  points  out  what 

'  His  proper  tuuaa  n  BardaiAan,    See  it  valnjible  artinle  on  this  Eaateni 
writer  in  Ktaith  and  Waco's  Met.  of  Ckr.  JOffisrr,  hy  Dr.  Hort, 

■  I.e.  bv  wajr  ol  giviug  to  tbe  maintAineni  ol  th«  earlier  date  the  benefit  at 
Uie  doabl.  1  baTti  do  doubt  myvrll  Itutt  tbo  writing  ia  that  ol  a  diMiiple.  I 
bavft  oot  dibcuatieil  tbt>  only  BDp|iofiitiu]  thai  would  militatfi  af^ain^i  tbo  folluw- 
itiR  iiout«nlian  as  to  tbe  dat«— ibe  supposition,  oamely,  that  an  earlier  lorm  olj 
Uii>  Clt^incntitie  Botnaoee  reached  Borne,  and  that  the  ohapters  from  the 
uf  Uardesaneo  w«r«  addwl  in  a  subeetiuent  edilioo.  Pmbabl;  no  critie  w« 
niAtntain  that.  And  it  muBt  be  temcuibL-rMl  tlisl  lli«  crucial  passai^  aboal 
CUuiient  oeoon  ta  the  Kpistle  to  Janiaa,  whieli  ia  obrioustjF  the  mverinif  lrU«r, 
M>  to  ipeak,  to  the  lUMfntiiaiu,  and  no  part  e/an  earlier  crii/mal.  Biifinus, 
who  had  tha  original  in  hU  hand*,  expr«u1jr  safs  that  (t  was  of  hiter  dale. 
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lost  people  will  considei  one  adt^qaatc  reason  for  believing 
that  the  '  Becognitioua '  borrmved   from   Bardcaaiies.'    Tbe 
^Syrisc  original  of  Bardeaauea  '  contains  various  mimes  and 

jirticiilars  i)ointiny  towanls  a.  Mf-soiHitainian   origin,  wliich 
are  obliterated  parttal),r  in  the  Greek  dialogue  and  still  more  ia 
jthe"  Recognition H."  '     If,  Uierefore.  we  conKidered  the '  Kecog- 

kitions '  to  be  the  original,  we  should  have  to  suppose  that  IJardc- 
Banes  took  tbe  matter  from  tboro  and  inserted  these  names  oud 
other  particulars  into  his  Hyhac  narrative  as  he  went  alou^. 
Od  tho  other  hand,  if  the  treatise  or  dialogue  of  Bardesaucs 
(or  his  diHciple)  is  the  original,  from  which  the  wTiter  of  the 
'  Kecognitions  '  borrowed  thcFO  chapters,  he  did  what  was  only 
natural,  viz.  dropjied  the  atlusions  to  Mesopotamia  in  giviii^ 
the  narrative  its  Greek  dreas^  a  process  usual  with  n  compiler 
such  as  the  author  of  Uie '  Becognitions  '  a])tit>ars  to  have  been, 
and  even  with  a  mere  translator  who  might  wish  to  recom- 
mend the  story  to  Western  minds.  Probably  few  scholars  will 
faeaitaic  which  theory  to  adopt.  So  that  tbe  9tb  book  uf  the 
'Becognitions'  maybe  Raid  with  good  reason  to  have  been 
taken  A'om  the  famous  treatise  of  Bardesanes.' 

It  only  remains  to  determine  the  date  of  the  original 
treatise  or  dial(^uc  of  Bardesanes.  Now,  there  is  a  lenglliy 
note  of  great  value  on  this  subject  appended  to  an  article  by 
M.  Priaulx '  an  '  Indian  Embassies  to  Bomo,  from  the  litign  of 
Clandiuti  to  the  Death  of  Justinian,'  contributed  to  tbu '  Juurnal 
of  the  British  Asiatic  Society,*  in  1862,  p.  2B9.  The  article  is 
not  written  with  reference  to  our  present  subject,  but  purely 
from  an  antiquarian  point  of  view.  X[.  Priaulx  ie  allowing 
reawn  why  the  date  aesigncd  to  Bardcaanes'  writings  by  the 
early  Christian  writers  ia  erroneous,  llis  name  ia  connected 
by  these  writers  with  Antoninus  Pius,  Antoninus  Verus,  and 
Uarcns  .\ntoninuB,  to  whom  Eusebius  says  Bardesanes  pre- 
■ented  a  copy  of  his  book,  adding  thfit  ho  wrote  it  in  con- 
sequence of  the  persecutions  of  the  ChriBtians  by  Marcus 
{A.D.  167-177),  and  about  the  time   that   Sotor,  Biahop  of 

'  TIm  eoiuensna  of  scholftn  {«  in  f&Toar  ol  tbe  Eutem  origin  of  tlia 
ChwMnlinff  BomkoM  u  sg&inal  Banr. 

*  BttonJ  to  b;  Dt.  Hon,  loc.  cit.    I  have  given  «  fuller  accooot  of  tliii. 
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liome,  died  (a.d.  179).  Now,  Bardeaanes  was  born  a.u.  1.54.' 
Ho  was,  therefore,  only  seven  years  old  wben  Aiitouuma  Phia 
died,  and  twenty-five  when  Soter  died.  But  when  he  wrote 
the  dialogue  in  question,  or  its  substance  (if  it  was  that  of  his 
diaciple  Phili^i  in  its  present  forni),  ho  wan  able  to  allude  to  a 
former  work  of  his,  which  makes  it  probable  timt  he  was  in 
middle  ago.  But  there  is  a  note  of  time^  which  forces  us  to 
place  the  earUest  limit  of  the  treati&e  conBiderably  later.  It 
Bays  that  'as  yestfrday  the  ItoiuaiiB  took  Arabia  aud  abrogated 
all  their  ancient  lawn,  and  more  tspecially  that  circomcision 
with  which  they  were  circumciHed.'  This  could  only  refer  io 
the  conquest  by  Trajan  (167),  or  by  Severus  (196),  (cf.  Eulro- 
pius,  iii.  18),  when  Arabia  was  reduced  to  a  province.  In  the 
one  case  Bardesanes  would  be  only  thirteen;  consequently 
we  must  suppose  that  he  wrote,  not  then,  but  soon  after  the 
death  of  Severus  (\.d.  211).  If  we  suppose  this  treatise  to  have 
been  written  in  2H,  it  would  have  been  written  eighteen 
years  after  the  conquest,  and  at  the  age  of  sixty.  Now,  at 
that  time  the  Emcssine  Elagabalus  was  on  tlie  throne,  who 
epecially  affected  the  name  of  Antoninus.  Nothhig  would 
be  more  natural  than  for  Bardesanes  to  present  his  book  to 
the  emperor,  and  to  address  him  as  Antoninus,  the  name  by 
which  be  was  known  in  Syria.  Further,  it  would  be  most 
probable  that  the  Christians  would  know  of  the  honour  of  thoi 
book  being  thus  presented,  whilst  it  would  also  be  most 
natural  that  amongst  subsequent  writers  a  confusion  should 
arise  as  to  the  name  Antoninus,  as  its  application  fo  Kloga- 
balus  was  not  known  at  that  time,  so  fo.r  as  we  can  tell,  in 
Greece  or  Bomc.  Hence  the  mistaken  transference  of  date 
to  the  time  of  the  Antonines  in  the  second  century  by  Ease- 
biufi  and  others. 

By  this  ingenious  conjecture,  baaed  on  sound  principlee, 
new  light  seems  to  be  thrown  on  the  date  of  the  '  Recognitions,* 
and  Dr.  Uort  is  probably  quite  correct  in  his  estimate  of  that 
date.  They  could  not  have  appeared  at  Bomc  until  well  into 
tbe  third  centiu-y.  Consequently  the  theory  of  the  \mter»j 
with  whom  I  have  been  dealing,  as  to  Tertullian  havii 
adopted  the  incidental  notice  in  tbe  Clementine  Bomanc 

*  JSdastne  CttraniOe,  a.i>.  1A4. 
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ftboat  St.  Clctnont  baring  been  appointed  to  the  Chair  of 
Peter,  muot  bo  diftmiBscd,  and  Bome  othor  more  solid  ground 
for  that  writer's  asaertion  mnnt  be  adopted.  No  other  needs 
to  bo  souf^ht  than  the  li»t  of  the  Bishops  of  Home,  which 
Hegesippua  found  in  existence,  whether  orally  or  otherwise, 
in  thu  middle  of  the  second  centnry,  which,  according  to 
Eusebius,  made  Linua,  Anencletus,  and  Clement  all  suc- 
cessors of  St.  Peter.  There  would  be  no  difficulty  in  supposing 
that  St.  Peter  ordained  Clement,  whether  wo  accepted  St. 
Epipbanius'  explanation  or  not, 

IX.  There  is  also  no  difficulty  in  supposing  that  the 
Clementine  literature,  on  being  introduced  into  the  West, 
would  contain  what  I  nuiy  now  assume  to  be  the  common  tradi- 
tion of  the  West  as  to  St.  Clement  having  been  ordained  by 
St.  Peter,  although  thinking  him  to  be  tlie  first  successor,  as  an 
Eastern  story  well  might ;  whereas  the  idea  that,  in  order  to 
depreciate  St.  Paul,  the  Ebiouitish  writer  made  Itome  the 
See  of  Peter  only,  and  so  determined  the  whole  future  of  the 
Church,  0rst  misleading  the  keen  apologist  TertuUian  into 
Assuming  as  the  common  teaching  of  the  Cbarch  an  heretical 
trick  of  less  than  twenty  years'  standing,  is  in  the  highest 
de^ee  improbable  from  the  view  of  merely  natural  criticism ; 
hut  when  we  look  at  it  from  the  supernatural  view  of  the 
Church,  as  the  Body  of  Christ  and  the  home  of  the  Spirit  of 
Truth,  and  remember  that,  according  to  the  admission  of  all, 
the  Church  of  Itome,  the  leading  Church  from  any  jxiiiit  of 
view,  the  Church  which,  according  to  Dr.  Lightfoot,  owed  her 
great  position  to  her  moral  ascendency,  as  well  as  to  her  secular 
position :  when,  1  say,  we  remember  that  she,  the  centre  of 
the  Cliristian  world,  adopted  that  view  of  her  relationship  to 
St.  Peter  which  is  implied  in  the  supposition  of  tliis  ordina- 
tion, ttz.  that  she  is  'the  chair  of  Peter,'  then  the  theory 
that  '  the  corporate  pride '  of  the  Roman  Christians  led  them 
to  a  gnilty  participation  in  a  mere  falsehood  becomes  quite 
untenable. 

Novels  arc  often  based  on  facts,  or  at  any  rate  contain  a 
certain  number  of  historical  &icts;  and  it  is  unreasonable  to 
assume  that  every  statement  in  the  Clementine  Romance  is 
ontnie  because  it  is  a  work  of  fiction.    Anyhow,  Tortullion 
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in  i.D.  1£)9  or  200,  could  not  have  derived  his  ideas  from  a 
romanoe  wlUcb  does  not  Boera  to  liavo  reached  Home  before 
the  time  of  Elagabaliie,  i.e.  wdl  into  the  tbinl  century. 

It  results,  then,  from  what  has  gone  before,  that  (i.)  St. 
Irenseus  taught  that,  whilst  the  See  of  Itome  was  founded  by 
the  two  Apostles,  Peter  and  Paul,  it  was  also  in  a  special 
sense  the  See  of  Peter;  that  (ii.)  so  far  as  we  can  glean 
anything  positive  from  Euscbius  about  the  list  of  the  BishopB 
of  Rome,  drawn  up  by  Hegeaippua  in  the  middle  of  the 
second  century,  it  also  included  a  special  relationship  of  St. 
Peter  to  that  see ;  that  (iii.)  Tertullian,  after  or  during  his 
x-isit  to  Rome,  wrote  as  an  ascertained  fact  that  St.  Clement 
was  ordained  by  St.  Peter,  although  he  does  not  say  that  he 
was  his  immediate  successor ;  that  (iv.)  the  Clementine  Utera- 
tm"o  reached  Rome  after  TertuUian  had  left ;  and  that  (v.)  in 
its  Western  dress  it  wove  into  its  tale  the  common  traditioa 
of  the  West  to  which  TertuUian  had  made  allusion. 

NoTH. — Since  writing  the  above  I  have  seen  a  very  able  essay 
on  the  Clemenlino  literature  in   the  *  SUidia  BibUca "   (vol.   ii.), 
edited  by  Professors  Driver,  Chcyne,  and  Sanda;.    The  writer. 
Dr.  Bigg,  considers  that  UhUiom  has  conclusively  proved  the 
Eastern  origin  of  this  literatare,  and  that  *  tbei-e  cajt  be  no  reason- 
aUe  doubt '  that  the  work  called  the  '  Ilomilios' '  wah  w«11  known  to 
the  autlior  of  the  "  KecognitionB  "  '  (p.  183).     He  shows,  as  othen 
before  him,  that  there  uiuhC  have  been  an  earlier  form  on  which  both 
the  *  Homilies*  and  the '  Baoogoitions  *  drew,  and  says  that  this '  muat 
not  b«  fixed  too  early.'     He  suggests  about  a.d.  200.    Rut  bis  only 
reason  for   this  8e«ms  to  be  his  assumption   that  'the   Clement 
Ic^nd,'  in  which  he  aeems  to  include  the  ordination  by  Peter,  was 
contained  in  the  older  form.     Dr.  Salmon,  rigbtly,  denies  this 
('IHcLof  Chr.Biog.'  art.  CUm,  Lit.  p.  511).    Dr.  Bigg  admits  that 
the  argument  against  lioatlienism  is  of  a  late  type.     As  yet,  bow- 
e%-er,  not  a  shadow  of  proof  baa  been  produced  that  the  earlier 
original  of  the  'HomilioH*  and  '  Rocognitiong  *  appeared  at  Rome. 
Much  less  can  it  be  snpposed,  in  tbo  face  of  Rufinas'  statement  to 
the  contrary,  tliat  the  letter  of  St.  Clemeut.  which  mentions  bin 
ordination   by  St.   Peter,  belonged   to  the  earlier  ori^'inal.    The 
*  Deeognitions'  is.  obviously,  the  form  b  which  the  literature  fir^t 
appeorud  at   Rome,  and  Uie  said   letter  of  Clement  was,  as  Dr. 
Salmon  savs, '  the  preface  to  tlie  "  Kecognillona  "  *  ('  Diet,  of  Chr. 
Biog.'  art.  Clem,  Lit.). 
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I^'  I^>SS  gives  n  very  plausililo  accoTut  of  the  reason  of  the 
circulation  of  thiB  literature  at  Home.  He  thinks  that  Alexander 
of  Apaiuasa  brought  with  lum  to  Rome.  *  aa  a  new  Gospol,  the 
volume  which  had  lieen  dedicated  to  Elxai  among  the  Seres  of 
I'arUiia  by  an  aiigcl  tiiaoty-six  luilos  high.  The  particular  article 
of  this  revelation,  on  whic}i  he  relied  for  success,  vas  a  bapti'stu 
which  washed  away  all,  even  the  most  hideous  sins,  without  any 
disciphne  or  peoance  at  all '  ('  Horn.'  si.  2(l-7).  Alexander  arrived 
in  the  city  of  Rome  daring  the  reipn  of  St.  Cftllixtufi  (a.d.  219-222), 
in  thb  midst  of  the  storm  about  remission  of  sins  after  baptism,  and 
'  such  an  intprovemeni  mi  the  t^ntia  of  CalUxtus  mi>^ht  be  expected 
to  win  over  many  of  the  looser  Christinna.' ' 

Whatever  may  be  thought  of  tlils  inftonions  conjecture,  it 
Boggests  that  there  are  other  reasons  for  tbe  popularity  of  this 
literatUK  more  probable  than  that  given  by  Dr.  Ligbtfoot  and 
others. 

Bat  even  if  all  these  critJcal  difhcuUieB  could  be  solved,  one 
{mfragable  proof  of  the  nntenablenefs  of  the  \iew  a^^iinst  which 
I  bftTe  been  contending  would  siilJ  reniam.  According  to  that 
view,  the  Romans  wished  that  their  we  sliouUI  he  the  See  of  Peter 
rather  than  the  Sec  of  the  two  Apostles.  It  seemed  to  them  more 
honoarable ;  it  *  flattered  their  corporate  pride,'  says  Dr.  Lightfoct. 
Bat  why.  onless  Bt.  Peter  was  superior  to  St.  Paul  ?  The  mere 
fact  that  St  Peter  was  first  in  order,  but  not  in  juri.S{liction  {prinnu 
inier  pans),  eonld  never  bt-  a  sufficient  reason  for  dropping  the 
name  of  St.  Paul.  The  Bomana  were  not  £btomlea  that  tlicy 
flhould  despise  Bt.  Paul.  They  must,  on  Dr.  Lighcfoot'it  theory, 
have  oonaidured  Peter,  on  independent  grounds,  head  and  shoulderB 
fthove  his  brother  Apostle,  if,  in  lesH  than  twenty  years,  tbey  could 
revBfse  (heir  (supposed)  former  history,  and  claim  for  their  see  the 
tuune  of  PeteT  only.  St.  Paul  t^IIs  us  that  '  he  laboured  more 
abandanily  than  they  all ; '  how  could  St.  Peter  tower  above  St. 
Paul,  except  on  (be  supposition  that  our  Lord  bad  appointed  hira 
to  be  the  sapremc  ruler  of  the  Chiiroli  ?  Our  adversarioa  in  this 
matter  have  to  suppose  the  very  point  which  they  are  concerned 
to  deny,  viz.  the  supremacy  of  Peter,  in  order  to  find  a  motive  for 
the  supposed  adoption  by  the  Ruuians  of  this  Clementine  literature 
aa  the  guiding  star  of  tlieir  local  history. 

>  Sitidia  Bibliea,  vol.  ii.  p.  IBii. 


CHAPTER  in. 

ST.    IBEHJEUS,    OB   THB    60\'ERBIONTY    OP   TOB 
CHtHtCU    OF   ROHB. 

^ITE  Epistle  of  St.  Clement  ia  alluded  to  in  a  romarkable 
passage  in  the  work  of  St.  Irenteus  against  heresies.  He  has 
just  given  the  Church's  rule  of  faith,  which  is,  agreement 
with  the  Church  of  Rome,  by  reason  of  her  *  more  iHJwerful 
sovereignty '  as  comi>are(l  with  other  Churches.  He  then 
proceeds  to  speak  of  one  special  instance  of  her  exercise  of 
sovorfif^nty,  viz.  *  the  letter  of  the  Chureli  in  Rome  to  the 
Corinthians  on  behalf  of  (fit)  peace,*  whicli  letter  lie  de- 
Bcribes  as  most  adequate  or  powerful  (tKavtaraTtji').  Ho  de- 
scribes it — according  to  one  reading,  the  Church  of  Rome, 
according  to  another,  her  letter' — as  *  forcing  them  together 
(ffvfifftffd^ovtra  ainovs)  and  renewing  their  faith.'  delivering 
'the  tradition  which  it  had  recently  received  &om  Uio  Apostles,' 
I.e.  St.  Poter  and  Ht,  Paul. 

I.  In  the  passage  of  which  this  is  the  sequel,  St.  Irenajus, 
I  have  said,  gives  the  CathoUc  rule  of  faith.  Nothing  can  be 
more  clear  and  simple.  It  is,  ultimately,  agreement  with 
Rome.  The  deposit  of  the  faith  was  delivered  by  our  Lord  to 
the  Apostolic  College ;  and  if  we  wiaU  to  know  what  that  faith 
is,  wc  have  only  to  consult  an  Apostolic  Church.  Bat  the  eauiest 
way  of  all  is  to  consult  the  Church  of  Itome,  because  all  must 
agree  with,  or  (which  comes  to  the  same  thing)  have  recourse 
to,  that  Church.  She  was  founded  by  two  Apostles,  the  most 
glorious  of  all,  so  the  saint  avers,  and  her  Church  is  the  most 
renowned  and  the  greatest  of  fill.  She  has  a  mnro  ]iowerful 
BovereigDty  than  the  rest,  and  by  reason  of  thisj  all  other 

*  Btfr.  lib.  ill.  8,  8. 
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Charches  must  bave  recourse  to,  or  aj^ee  witli  her,  so  tli&t  in 
her.  by  union  with  her,  the  fiiithful  everywhere  buve[^iret>crved 
the  de^xNsit  of  revealed  truth. 

Such  is  tlie  pl»L»  teaching  of  our  Baint,  who  united  in 
himself  such  fliHtcinl  qualificatiuns  for  cxprcssiug  the  Church's 
rule  of  faith.  St.  Irenfcns  combines  the  experieut^  of  Eaat 
mid  Weett  and  unites  the  second  century  witb  apostolic  limes. 
He  was  an  Eastern  and  had  been  traineil  by  St.  Polycarp, 
who  himself  had  sat  at  the  feet  of  St.  John.  And  be  was  a 
Western  bishop. 

In  the  treatise  from  which  (he  summary  of  his  teaching, 
just  fpvcn,  is  taken,  he  is  engaged  in  pointing  out  the  way  in 
vhicb  tbo  Christian  faith  may  be  known.  Dr.  Lightfoot 
observes  that,  in  this  second  century,  '  the  epiaeopato  is  re- 
garded now  not  BO  much  as  the  centre  of  ccclesiiistical  unity, 
but  rather  as  the  depositary  of  apostolic  tradition.'  Tbe  two 
things,  however,  go  hand  in  hand.  St.  Irenteus  himself  men- 
iionii  them  together  in  specifying  the  effects  of  St.  Clement's 
letter  as  'compelling  them  to  unity  and  renewing  their  faith.'  ^ 
It  was  aa  the  guardian  of  the  faith  that  the  Church  of  Rome 
(•resided  over  the  I'mversal  Church.  Ht.  Ignatius  speakrt  of 
her  as  *  presiding  in  the  place  uf  the  region  of  the  Homaiis ' 
(an  exprcsaion  which  indicates  not  the  extent,  but  the  centre 
of  her  presiding  authority),  and  says  that  she  presides  '  over 
the  [covenant  of]  love.'  Dr.  Lightfoot  translates  this  'iu 
love  *  instead  of  *  over  the  love,'  and  understands  the  love,  nut 
a«  the  supernatural  gift  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  but  as  '  practical 
gDodnras,'  in  a  word,  philantUrox^y,  instancing  bur  great  gene- 
rosity in  alms.  But  Dr.  Dollinger  appears  to  bo  right  in 
regarding  '  the  love  '  as  the  equivalent  of '  the  Church.'  '^  And 
it  wa«  as  the  guardian  of  the  faith  that  the  Church  of  Kome 
presided  o\'er  the  covenant  of  divine  love.    This  involved  her 

■  fl#r.  in>.  HI  s. 

*  *  Glekh  <Ur«ll  nenot  er  bi>  «f)Ma#iuiJn|  riit  &7«*ifT.  was  nicht  wie  AUt  kite 
*—*'T'*'*^*  UeboMUtiDg  hot,  pnnidaas  In  o&riute  li«iul,  sonst  liait«  IgiuUiu 
ir  kfm$f  9*«*gt ;  iy^  b«dGUtet  trie  hnXitaia  bald  .  .  .  suuh  die  (ctobm  »u( 
Lielw  gngrilnilKle  nml  durob  Licba  auG&tniQengobaltcno  UemeiimehAft  allw 
OUvbicm.'  Ac-  Cf.  for  lh«  nm-  n1  the  f^cnitiTi^  nilli  w^aialhutiint  Thtmilurel'B 
btUc  to  Bt.  h»o ;  b«  luei  tfimatttitint  rift  >Mi««viinTi  (preu«ling  over  tho  world) 
ol  tb«  Uoly  Bm. 
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beinf;  the  centre  of  unity  ;  for  it  is  of  the  easence  of  the 
guardianship  of  the  faith  that  thoRe  only  should  be  admitted 
into  the  one  teaching  body,  or  remain  in  it,  who  hold  the  one 
faith,  aud  this  involves  a  central  authority  and  Bourco  of 
decision. 

Now  this  IB  what  also  resnlts  from  the  famous  passage  of 
St.  IreniBUB  quoted  above.  The  Church  of  Rome  htis  a 
sovereignty,  and  it  is  connected  with  the  preservation  of  the 
faith. 

It.  But,  a8  Dr.  Dollin^or  nays,  '  For  three  hundred  years 
there  have  not  been  wanting  writers  wlio  have  endeaTOored, 
to  wrest  these  words  from  their  evident  meaning.' ' 

I  shall  here  only  deal  with  such  as  have  been  adopted  by 
writers  in  this  country.  But  fir»t,  I  will  give  the  translation 
ordinarily  adopted  by  Catholic  writers,  amongst  whom  I  am, 
glad  to  be  able  to  number  Tillemont  and  Bossuct. 

'  It  is  necessary  that  every  Church,  that  is,  the  faithful 
who  are  everywhere,  should  agree  with  this  Church;  in  which 
that  tradition  which  is  from  the  Apostles  has  been  preserved 
by  those  who  are  everywhere.' 

To  this  rendering  exception  has  been  taken  in  the  follow- 
ing particulars  :^ 

(a)  It  is  said  that  St.  Ireneeus  does  not  say  that  every 
Church  must  agree  mth  the  Church  of  Rome,  but  must  retort 
to  it.  and  that  by  every  Church  is  meant  the  individuals 
amongst  the  faithful  who  find  their  way  to  the  city  of  liome.' 

Now,  it  may  ho  admitted  that  the  words  cvnvenire  ad  may 
mean  phyttical  roi«>nrse,  but  it  nitiKt  be  remembered  that  it  is 
to  the  Cliurch,  not  to  the  city  of  Rome  that  this  centripetal 
movement  is  said  to  be  '  of  necessity.*  And  it  is  every  Church 
which  must  resort  to  the  Church  of  Rome.  The  following 
words — •  those  who  are  from  all  sides ' — explain,  but  must 
not  be  allowed  to  explain  away,  the  word  Church.  It  is  as 
organised  communities,  not  as  individual  men  of  business, 
that  every  Church  must  resort  to  the  Church  of  Itome.  The 
oeooBBity  also  can  hardly  he  that  which  arises  from  the  fact 
that  Rome  was  the  centre  of  secular  life.    Men  who  came  to 


*  QetchiehU  iUr  chruttichtn  Kinju.    L&iiiUhut,  l«aS,  B.  1,  p.  S&S. 

*  Prim.  SS.  p.  SO.     aore'a  R.  C.  CUtuiu,  p.  07. 
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hawk  their  wares,  or  conaalt  the  market,  or  plead  their  civil 
caiisea,  are  hardly  tho  persons  likely  to  promote  the  iiitegi-ity 
of  the  faith.  ^VllUst  such  men  as  nogosippus  found  their  way 
to  Rome,  men  like  Alexander  of  Apamaa  did  the  same.  And, 
as  a  rule,  it  is  either  the  wealthy,  or  the  secnlar-minded,  or 
the  ne'er-do-wcUs  of  a  community  who  bend  their  steps  to 
the  inetropolis,  and  this  would  not  contrlhute  to  thi'  preserva- 
tion of  the  faith.  The  mere  faei  of  a  confluence  of  streams 
will  not  keep  the  waters  sweet ;  there  must  be  some  preserra- 
live  power  in  tho  centre. 

Nor  is  there  any  need  to  see  in  the  word  •  necessary ' 

lyttiing  more  than  a  deep-aeated  attracb'on  which  drew  men 

"io  the  Church  of  Home  on  another  ground.     The  word  used 

by  St.  Irenieas  is  the  rcgnlor  word  in  ecclesiastical  Latin,  as 

the  corresponding  word  in  Greek,  for  such  necessity.     Si. 

ril  oiies  it  as  expressing  the  obligation  under  which  he  lay 

of  writing  to  the  Pope  about  Nestorius.' 

It  is,  therefore,  more  natural  to  translate  eimvenire  ad  as 

agree  with,' '  and  to  understand  tireesst^  eaf  of  that   nec^esHity 

which  arose  from  the  commanding  position  of  the  Church  of 

le  and  the  supernatural  opLTiition  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  But 

Pieren  if  we  translate  cotitfenire  aii  '  resort  to,'  it  must  be  homo 

in  mind  that  a  nectgtar}/  resort  of  all  Ckmche*  to  the  Chttrck 

of  Rome  impUes  supremacy  in  the  latter. 

(6)  Tu  what  was  the  coumianding  ijo&ition  of  the  Church 

of  Rome  due  according  to  St.  Irenieus  ?     Our  answer  is,  to  ita 

.Bop^ior  sovereignty,  as  not  only  au  apostolic  but,  as  ui  after 

'  times  it  was  colled,  the  Apostolic  Chutch  ;  to  its  having,  as  Ht. 

Irenteus  pnta  it,  l>een  founded  by  the  two  most  glorious  Apo- 

iStles,  to  which  we  must  add  the  f;iet  that  one  of  those  two  most 

r^orioos  Apostles  was  he  to  whom  our  Lord  had  said,  '  Thou 

art  Peter,'  which  signifies  a  special  association  with  tho  Rock 

of  Ages. 


*  Ot  infra,  -p.  .IDS.  Anil  iUbo  see  tho  letter  ai  the  Council  of  Rphesna  U> 
9k  Cdactine  :  fXfl"  if^yr^  *^i  yviMrt>  rift  tt^s  ivtirtrr^t  Ijxmx^"*'  "f^  mifwtD* 
AwJjrarf  7)n(4<i|m*  lisryita'iirt  (L&bbe,  I.  iiJ.  p.  1196). 

■  Thu  is  Caaon  Briglit'e  truitslatioo  in  77m  Homan  Ctmva  UaUd  by  An- 
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Br.  Pusey  and  !Mr.  Keblo  understood  by  tho  word  '  soto- 
reiguly,'  merely  ]iriimiii-ptte*»  or  uriijin.  They  saw  that  tlie 
words  must  apply  to  the  Church,  and  not  to  the  city.  Dr. 
Dollinger  completely  shattered  to  atoms  this  same  translation^ 
&9  given  by  Gieseler.  '  Die  lliirctiker  wiirden  nalurlich  cinca 
Beweis  fiir  dieae  absolute  Nothweodigkeit  einer  Uebereinstim- 
mung,  die  bloB  auf  den  Vorzug  dee  Altera  berulien  boU, 
gefordert,  sie  wiirdon  erwiedcrt  liaben,  dass  jungere  Gemein* 
den  allerdlngs  von  dem  Glauben  der  altern  abweichen 
ktinnten.* 

He  scouts  the  idea  that  such  an  '  illogical  conclusion  ever 
entered  the  mind  of  St.  Trenails ; '  and  he  shows  that  the 
word  '  jirincipalitas '  means  in  Iremens'  writings  *  supreme 
authority,'  and  points  out  that  Home  was  not  the  oldest 
Church.'  Indeed,  it  may  be  added  that  St.  Iromeas  ex- 
pressly calls  J^nisalem  the  mother  Church  in  point  of  an- 
tiquity ('Um.'  iii.  12,  5). 

(c)  But  whilst  understanding  the  '  principality'  a»  mean- 
ing  sovereignty,  others,  as  Mr.  Puller,  understand  it  of  the 
iiQperial  position  of  the  dtr/.  But  this  is  absolutely  excluded 
by  the  context.  It  is  the  apostolic  origin  of  any  Church  that 
gives  it,  according  to  St.  Irenffius,  its  commanding  position; 
it  is  the  fljKK;ialIy  aiK)stolio  chai-acter  of  tho  Chnrch  of  Rome 
that  gives  it  its  peculiar  position  amongst  the  apostolto 
Churches.  Bossuet  calls  such  an  interpretation  as  that  given 
by  Mr.  Puller  '  trifling  *  with  tho  matter  ;  Hefele  ealLs  it 
•ridiculous'  (I'^eherlkh) ;  Porrone,  'most  absui-d.*  For,  as 
Bossnet  says,  St.  Irenfleua  waa  speaking,  in  the  previous  sen- 
tence, of  the  Church  of  Rome  as  founded  by  the  Apostles 
Peter  and  Paul,  not  in  her  imperial  aspoct.  And  the  words 
'more  powerful*  imply  comparison  with  the  Churches  ('every 
Church  ■)  which  he  has  mentioned  in  the  same  breath,  and 
with  which  he  contrasts  the  Church  of  Rome  as  *  the  moet 
ancient  and  tho  most  universally  known.* 

((I)  Some  writers,  as  Mr.  Gore  and  Mr.  Puller,  have  laid 
great  stress  on  tho  word  translated  '  everywhere,'  It  is  lite- 
rally '  from  all  sides/  And  they  seem  to  imagine  that  this 
BOggests  tho  picture  of  an  assemblage  of  the  fivithful  from  all 

*  (h$chiehl4  dtr  cMrutliehtn  Kirch*,  p.  357. 
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qoartera  in  the  city  of  Borne.  But  it  may  equally  represent 
Iha  view  of  a  vriter  regarding  the  foithftil  as  living  iii  all 
qaarters  of  the  globe,  and  connected  with  tho  centre  not  by 
physicaJ  movement,  bat  by  the  tie  of  a  common  faith.  Tl  is, 
however,  certain  that  the  word  is  used  by  the  Latin  inter- 
preter, and  that  the  oorresponding  word  in  Greek  was  uIbo 
naed  by  St.  Irenfens  (for  in  this  case  we  have  the  original  in 
the  Bodleian  MS.),  for  *  everywhere '  simply.  St.  Iremeaa 
speaks  of  the  four  Gospels  &h  'brfathing,  or  blowing,  incor- 
ruptibility cieryichcre  and  revivifjnng  men.'  The  word  for 
'  ever>"where  *  used  here  is  the  same  as  in  the  passagQ  we 
have  1>een  considering ; '  and  it  is  obvious  thut  it  means  a 
radiation  &om  a  centre,  not  vice  versd. 

Further,  St.  Iremeaa  does  not  aay  that  the  apostolic 
trailittoii  was  preserved  thnnujh  those  merchants,  and  lawyers, 
and  appellants,  and  heretics,  and  faithful,  that  gathLTed  hap- 
hazard to  the  city  of  Rome,  but  by  them — which  roducoB  the 
suppoeition  that  he  meant  these  bnsines^  traveUere  at  all  to 
an  absurdity. 

Once  more,  the  interpretation  given  by  Canon  Bright  {toe. 
W(.),  xir..  that  the  j>nnc\j*nUtaB  was  *  a  sort  of  "  primacy," 
involving  a  moral  guarantee  of  its  soundness  of  belief,  which 
led  6t.  IreuKiiB  to  say  that  every  Church  that  was  itself  true 
to  apostolic  tradition  '*  must  needs  agree  with  it " ' — imijlies 
the  very  doctrine  which  he  is  endeavouring  to  exclude.  For 
it  mast  be  asked:  If  all  orthodox  Churches  are  necessarily 
found  to  be  in  agreement  with  tho  Church  of  Borne,  what  is 
ihia  but  ascribing  infaUibihty  to  that  Church  *?  This,  indeed, 
w  vhat  St.  Ircna?ns  doea  ascribe  to  Home,  an  ascendency  in 
matters  of  faith  which  makes  her  teaching  the  test  and 
norm  of  the  Catholic  faith.  And  so  he  goes  on  to  show  that 
u  a  matter  of  fact  other  Chiyches,  such  as  Sm)Tna  and 
Ephesiia,  do  agree  with  Borne.* 

(c)  Lastly,  it  has  been  objected  that  the  words  'in  which' 
{in  qiki)  may  refer  to  *  every  Church,'  and  not  to  the  Church 

<  Sirr.  lib.  iii.  cap.  11,  n.  6.  Ok.  vam^dto.  Lat.  undiqw.  Cf.  sleo 
feadieatkmtim  vero  JSecUaias  tauiique  eonaUmtem  (34,  1),  and  pnadicalto  veri- 
ttli»  Mbiquf  luetL 

■  Mr.  PuU«r  hw  mi^nuulentood  this  pMu^e. 
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of  Rome.  But  this,  again,  nocessitatcB  tlie  abBurc3ity  of  sup- 
posing that  every  orthodox  Church  is  necessarily  in  agreo- 
ment  with  Boiiie,  and  yet  that  Home  ia  not  infallible,  or  the 
e<|ual  absurdity  of  suppoeiug  that  the  chance  business  men 
who  found  tltoir  way  to  Rome  for  secular  pur^joses  kept  Rom© 
right  in  the  faith — or  the  people,  for  instance,  who  brought 
with  thorn  the  Clementine  Romance.  The  words  in  qua  are 
well  explained  by  Dr.  DoUingor,  as  stating  that  the  fnilhfid 
thronghont  the  world  were  'in'  the  Church  of  Rome— that 
is,  in  communion  with  it  as  the  centre  of  unity.  The  corre- 
sponding word  in  Grecli  would  be  that  which  ie  used  by  St. 
Paul  of  our  being  'in  Christ,'  and  the  exact  phrase  of  the 
Latin  interpreter,  whose  translation  is  all  that  we  have  of 
this  passage  in  St.  ircna>us,  is  used  by  the  African  bishop, 
St.  Optatus,  whose  work  St.  Augustine  recommended,  viz. 
•  in  vkich  one  chair  [i.e.  the  chair  of  Peter]  unity  might  he 
preserved,'  i.e.  that  in  communion  with  this  one  chair,  Ac' 

The  plain  and  simple  meaning,  therefore,  of  St.  Irenfens 
remains  in  poRsession.  All  Churches  must  agree  with  the 
Charch  of  Rome,  so  that  if  you  know  the  faith  of  the  Church 
of  Rome  you  know  the  faith  of  the  whole  Christian  Church. 


'  '  D.  h.  in  ihrem  SoboosM,  ia  d«  Oemeinscbftit  tnit  ibr  lU  clem  Uiltel* 
pnulils  der  £iiihi<it '  {ioc.  oit.  p.  US). 


CHAPTER  IV. 

ST.    VIcn-OBj   OH   ROXS    TOE    OliAItDUN    OF    '  TUB   COHUOM 
UKITY.' 

One  of  the  legal  metbotls  of  preserving  the  evidence  cf  a 
claim  is  to  subject  it,  periodically,  to  a  challenge  pro  formd. 
And  one  method  of  discovering  how  far  a  claim  holds  good, 
each  aa  that  which  Home  makes,  is  to  see  what  hapi^ena  mider 
circmnstances  that  preuR  heavily  on  the  ohedit^iice  of  those 
over  whom  it  is  made,  leading  them  in  the  imtural  course  of 
things  to  dispute  it.  Besistimcu  dues  not  disprove  authoiity ; 
while  a,  resistance  which  falls  short  of  disputing  the  authority 
itticlf  indicates  a  sense  of  its  lawful  existence.  Such  an  oc- 
casion occurred  in  the  second  century  of  the  Christian  era. 
A  portion  of  the  East  came  into  colhuion  with  Rome  on  a 
matter  on  which  Itvme  provfii  to  he  right,  although  the  Pope 
thought  it  well  not  to  press  the  matter  beyond  a  certain 
point.     The  circmnstances  were  as  follows. 

I,  In  the  Asiatic  Churches  a  multitude  of  Jews  had  entered 
the  Christian  fold,  and  hod  kept  to  \'arious  Jewish  customs, 
under  the  eye  and  apparently  with  the  sanction  of  the 
Apostle  Bt.  John.  Amongst  these  customs  was  that  of  cele- 
brating the  Paschal  Feaat  on  the  same  day  as  their  uncon- 
verted brethren.  In  the  West  it  was  observed  on  the  Sunday 
after  the  14th  Nisan — always  on  a  Sunday.  Amongst  those 
who  now  observed  the  feast  on  th»  Bomo  day  as  the  Jews 
rere  some  whose  belief  as  to  the  idea  of  the  feast  was  the 
le  as  that  of  the  rest  of  the  Christian  wovld.  But  there 
'were  also  some  whose  teoehuig  as  to  the  idea  ef  the  fL'stivul 
itself  WAS  erroneous,  and  lA'huse  observance  of  it  differed 
altogether  from  that  of  the  Church.'    In  fact,  the  observance 

*  *  ittaj  ot  Ihft  orthodox  QnorlodocimuiB  Ibonght  llul  th«  m*ia  fefttun  ot 
Um  PMebkl  Fefut  lay  in  tbc  couuneinor&Uon  ot  the  dcftlh  ol  Christ,  of  whom 
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of  this  QiiGcn  of  Festivals,  on  which  St.  John  the  Apostle  ap- 
penre  to  have  allowed  some  external  difference,  had  come  io 
be  connected  with  Ebionitish  teaching.  It  woiJd  thorefora 
only  bo  a  matter  of  time  fur  an  endeavour  to  he  made  to 
bring  the  whole  Christian  world  into  unison  on  such  an  im> 
poitant  matter,  for  though  it  was  not  a  matter  of  faith,  it  was 
closely  connected  with  the  faith. 

Bome  had  her  ohservance  handed  down  from  the  Apostles 
Peter  and  Paul ;  and  her  observance  waa  destined  to  be  the 
rnie  of  action  for  the  entire  Church.  In  the  beginning  of  the 
century  she  had  made  an  endeavour  to  achieve  a  greater 
uniformity,  but  had  ended  with  acquiescing  in  the  continuance 
of  the  dissimilarity  of  pra^-tice.  Anicetus  received  Polycarp 
to  couinmnion  at  Rome,  although  Polycarp  adopted  the  Asiatic 
mode  of  observing  the  Feast.  Boter  went  a  step  further  and 
insisted  on  uniformity,  at  least  in  Borne  itself. 

11.  But  when  Victor  ascended  the  throne  matters  had 
become  much  more  aerions,  and  the  Asiatic  observance  of 
Easter  was  adopted  by  certain  schismatics,  who  were  also 
infected  with  Moutanism.'  U  became  a  matter  of  moment 
to  stop  the  dissimilarity  of  observance  in  the  Church  itself,  or 
to  dissociate  it  &om  false  teaching.  St.  Victor  decided  up(m 
the  tirst,  but  succeeded  only  in  effecting  the  second. 

Mosheim,  the  German  Protestant  historian,  has  said  that 
the  action  of  Victor  in  this  matter,  and  the  reception  with 
which  it  met,  prove  that  in  that  age  the  power  of  the  Boman 
Pontiff  was  not  such  as  that  he  could  cut  off  from  the  whole 
Church  those  of  whose  opinions  and  practices  he  disapproved. 
He  h^  been  followed  in  this  by  the  author  of '  The  Primitive 
Saints  and  the  See  of  Borne,' '  who  contends  that  the  account 
of  the  matter  In  Eusebius  shows  that  the  Iohs  of  communion 
with  Borne  did  not  involve  loes  of  communion  with  the  rest  of 
the  Church.  There  is  a  sense  in  which  this  is  trae,  but  it  is 
not  the  sense  in  which  this  writer  uses  the  expression.  There 
was,  in  early  times,  a  measure  of  separation  from  Bome  which 
was  not  intentied  to  involve  separation  from  the  whole  body. 

the  Puch&l  Lamb  vtM  ttifr  Xjf«.'     Ct.  Jun(,inAiin,  />t4>.ii.  4>5,  who  givMft short 
ftocouuL  uf  wunty  liarasiw  iaUi  wliicit  Booia  of  Mae  iiaanoivcimaos  wan  falling. 
'  Of.  JuoKmann,  Din.  li.  79.  *  Pp.  3M-.31. 
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Tbis  leeeer  Beparaiion  was  a  serious  Iocs,  but  waft  meant  to 
fall  Bhort,  by  a  great  deal,  of  the  excommunication  under 
anathema.'  For  the  tatter  a  dietinct  and  formal  notification 
of  ita  terrible  infliction  was  necessary.  Moreover,  tliis  latter 
and  more  extreme  moaaurc  might  bo  preceded  by  the  former. 
With  these  remarks  I  will  proceed  to  narrate  xvhat  actually 
happened,  and  lo  tthow  that  matters  never  came  to  the  point 
which  would  neeensitate  our  speaking  of  these  Asiatics  as 
being  under  anathema,  and  so  in  actual  scl)iBm. 

St.  Victor  firat  collected  the  evidence  of  the  whole  Christian 
world,'  except  Asia,  and  then  requested  Polycrates,  the  Bishop 
of  Epheeus,  to  summon  the  Asiatic  bishops  in  conneil,  in  the 
hope  of  inducing  them  to  relinqnisli  their  purely  local  practice. 
Polycratcs  obeyed.  The  Asiatic  Churches,  however,  came  to 
the  conchisinn  that  they  would  adliere  to  their  own  custom. 
Polyerates,  their  leader,  went  so  far  in  the  way  of  exaggeration 

[u  to  speak  of  their  own  practice  as  though  it  alone  were  '  in 
accordance  with  the  Goapel,'  and  they  pleaded  the  authority 
of  yt.  John  the  Evangelist  aud  St.  Philip.     They  may  have 

^zneant  only  that  their  custom  had  been  permitted  by  the 
tpostle.     Anyhow,  if  they  dreamt  of  an  Apostolic  inxscripiion, 

'■We  are  not  obhged  to  think  that  they  were  historically  correct 
in  their  assertion. 

The  reenlt  of  their  answer  to  St.  Victor  was  that  he  decided 
opcoi  strong  measaree.  The  warmth  with  which  they  de- 
fended their  custom  must  have  seemed  to  Ijim  suspicious,  as 
though  they  were  erecting  it  into  a  matter  of  belief,  or  were 
really  in  danger  of  doctrinal  error.  Tor  it  must  be  cai-efuUy 
remembered,  that  the  tiuestiou  of  the  Paschal  observance  in- 
volved not  merely  that  of  a  day,  but  in  many  eases  (known 
only  too  unhappily  to  the  Pope)  of  the  meaning  of  the  feast. 
St.  Victor,  therefore,  decided,  or  at  least  threatened,  to  ex- 

^Aommnuicate  the  Asiatic  Churches  '  from  the  common  unity,'' 
EiisebiiiR  expresses  it.     He  set  to  work  to  do  it ;    he  mailr 
the  fndtarour;  he  took  the  first  step.*     He  issued  his  notice  of 

*  CL  IMJlinger'i  OtsehiehUt.  Periodc  II.  tkdjinnn\  And quotatlonf  from  De 

lo  Jangmuin,  Uitt.  U.  7S. 
'  BOMb.  ITut.  Eccl.  T.  S3.  »  riir  i[«iy%f  hiiv<ft. 

a-ivwTM.   EaiKb.  in  loco.    The  Tord  intolve^  no  moie  than  lit*  wkIoavout 
vbicb  tbe  head  ■■mutter  ol  a  twliwil  miglit  rauke  Lo  eiifurcA  «  tulntAr;  rul«.  bat 
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excommunicatbn,  of  downright  exconimuuication,  totlie  effect 
that  tbey  were  cut  off  from  the  common  unity  {uKotfwi'jjTovsi). 
Unfortunately  we  do  not  posBesa  St.  Victor's  letter;  conse- 
queully  it  is  iniposRible  to  sny  whether  or  no  the,  excommunica- 
tion waa  contingent  on  their  obedience  at  the  next  Eaelfr.'  But 
it  is  most  reaennnhlc,  and  most  in  harmony  with  what  we  know 
of  such  cxcoDimunications  in  after  times,  as,  for  instance,  St. 
CeleHtine*8excomitiunic!ationofNoBtoriu8 — to  suppose  that  these 
Auiatics  were  to  be  excommunicate  if  they  adhered  to  their 
custom  at  the  following  Eneter.  IJut  as  soon  as  they  recmved 
the  Papal  injimctiou,  or,  at  any  rate,  before  the  time  came  for 
compliance  with  it,  i.e.  hoforethe  foIIowingEastor,  some  bishops 
protested.'  Their  protest,  however,  consisted  only  of  exhorta- 
tion or  entreaty:  '  they  exhorted,'  says  Enflebiua.  This  they 
did  in  no  meaBured  terms,  but  went  beyond  the  limits  of  the 
respect  due  to  the  office  of  Kt.  Victor.'  Their  complaints  were 
probably  a  more  bitter  edition  of  Polycratea'  previous  letter, 
in  which  that  bishop  pleads  his  own  >'ir^  life  as  a  reason 
why  he  should  be  heard,  and  says  he  cares  for  no  Ihreate — 
not  a  very  edifying  form  of  eorreapoudcnco. 

III.  Peace,  however,  came  from  the  mediation  of  the  same 
saint,  who  wrote  that '  it  Is  necessary  for  every  Church  to  agree 
with  the  Church  of  Itome,  because  of  her  more  powerful  princi- 
pahty  or  supremacy.'  St.  Irensus  (the  author  of  the  words) 
^Tote  from  Gaul  a  letter  couched  in  more  deferential  terms.*  He 

from  whiob  be  might  desist  owing  to  the  fear  of  rebullton.  Mr.  Pullvr  grMtl; 
exaftRcnt«a  iM  foroe  {Piim.  S.  S.  p.  tW). 

•  So  D5UIll«flr,  OrtchtchU.  p.  36B. 

■  *  Thi  sentenoo  did  not  pleww  all  tb«  tiiitbops '  aru  iho  words  of  Eawbiaa, 
wUeb  impllM  that  ihtm  weni  kudo,  probably  many,  who  tbonicbl  6t.  Victor  ia 
tbsrifilit. 

■  rXiiKTtaifT*^*'.  Mr.  Poller  has  tracuUtcd  this  '  veijr  Bevereljr.*  Bot 
vXvKrucJj  iniilies  bittemesa— 'objargatiooc  acrj  '  iaDimlorf's  uranclatioo  of  the 
IKiHitive.  ■  Serrrely  '  l»  a  word  wbieb  •uggMtit  Ibv  lone  of  a  superior  retnikin{[ 
Um  fault  of  an  in(«rior,  or  of  a  lunrper.  '  Bilt«r)jr '  (tb«  ovrtvot  trautlatioa} 
U  a  word  wbiob  datoribM  th«  tone  of  a  di»«ati>li«d  inferior  prol«eUut(  o^iist 
his  saperior's  aotion.  And  'xitrji  uTeruiy  '  iiussh  the  paint  of  Lbe  ending  irf 
lh«  word,  II  is  not  *\-^wttKiraT«r.  but  in  in  thfi  eompitrative  itgrte,  impljio^ 
excess, '  mom  lliau  the  occueIou  warranted  '  in  the  judt^eol  of  Eoaebitui. 

*  wpovimimi*.  This  fivcniR  to  bo  Id  ouDtirnvt  witJi  Iha  wt^iiKrimAttpof 
cxecsBiTo  bittomcM  of  tho  Asiatics,  tie  wait  amoagnt  the  numbar  of  tli 
who  wtre  ditplcaacd  with  Victor 'a  detcnuioatioo.  bul  diflared  from  tbooi  in  ' 


— aoo 


mS  AUTHORITY   ACKNOWLEDOKD, 


43 


agreed  with  Borne  abont  the  observation  of  Easter,  but  real- 
U&d  the  impossibility  of  brinj^ing  the  Asiatics  into  line  under 
present  circamatftDccs.  Possibly  aJao  he  did  not  realise  as  keenly 
as  St.  Victor  did  the  mifichievoua  tt^ndmicy,  imdci-  present 
circumstaiiees,  of  the  Asiatic  '  custom,  which  gave  it  a  very 
different  colour  irom  tho  same  custom  in  the  time  of  his 
l^redoeossors.  He  pleaded,  ob  he  had  a  right  to  do,  that  it 
was  not  in  itself  a  mutter  of  faith,  wliich,  of  coorse,  Kt.  Victor 
himself  allowed.  And  he  *  warned '  St.  Victor  of  tlie  con- 
sequences of  jHTsisting  in  his  tlireat,  or  sentence."  The  Asiatic 
blood  was  up,  and  a  schism  was  possible.  He  referred  to  the 
precedents  set  by  Pius  the  First,  Ilypnus,  Telesphorus,  and 
Xystus,  as  not  having  '  cast  oil  any  merely  for  the  sake  of  a 
form,'  showing  what  ho  thought  of  the  power  possessed  by  the 
Bishops  of  Rome.  He  therefore  advised '  St.  Victor  with  all 
becx)minR  respect  (irpoinjxovTQit)  'not  to  cut  off  whole 
Churches.'  The  Churches,  therefore,  were  not,  to  the  mind  of 
St.  IrenffiOfl,  as  yet  excommunicated  ;  but  it  was,  accordiu^  to 
the  aame  saint,  within  tlie  power  of  St.  Victor  to  cut  them  off. 
Bossuct  exai'tly  bite  the  iwiut  when  he  paraphrases  St.  Ircnajus' 
advice  as  being  to  the  effect  '  that  a  rigorous  right  is  not 
always  to  be  used.'  Not  a  hint  is  given  all  round  that  anyone 
of  the  Churches  disputed  St.  Victor's  authority.  Had  any  other 
portion  of  the  Church  talked  of  cut  ting  off  whole  Churche-Bfrom 
the  common  unity,  it  would  only  have  made  itself  ndiculous. 
But  when  the  threat  comes  from  Rome  the  whole  Church  is 
astir ;  and  there  ia  one  thing  that  no  one  says — neither  St- 
Irena-us  nor  the  rest  of  the  bishops  said,  'It  is  ridiculous, 
yon  have  no  such  authority ; '  but  they  exhort,  and  protest,  and 
warn,  and  entreat  him  not  to  do  so. 

'  It  iDQBt  be  rememben-d  that  Euwbiue  in  apeaking  of  Asia  mcaas,  not  Ui» 
pd^Dftolft,  bot  Atift  in  tim  re»lriut«d  sense  aittomuy  «t  thai  time.  Cf.  Da 
Sowlt,  Diti.  ii.  emp.  1,  oole  1. 

'  I  have  put  tUo  alUiinativa,  beouose  I  do  not  Ibiak  U  poiwiblo  to  delernuDA 
hir  certain  wbioh  it  wur.  Eijsebitis'  account,  not  oontaioing  Hi.  Viotoi's 
Uii^n,  U  nnt  soffieient  to  cnAble  ua  to  deoido.  Catholic  writer*  u«  to  be  found 
00  botb  aidoa.  Xt  MMsa  to  m«  tbat  the  evidence,  OD  the  whole,  ia  in  bvoar  of 
ft  tlutati  Oltlj. 

*  ve^ami^rceoaimend.  Wc  linvi*  hant);  an  eiaot  Eni^ltRh  i>quiva)<>nt  for 
Uu*  word  in  the  original — 'admoniah  '  haii  vith  na  innre  Idea  of  snptniurit;, 
and  '  Wriae,'  perhapa,  a  bbade  more  ot  aoftneaa  tbao  the  original. 
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St.  Victor's  endeavour  fniled ;  for  lie  found  the  opposition 
to  thia  exorcise  of  diacipliue  too  serious.  It  was  a  bold  attempt 
to  effect  the  more  perfect  unity  of  the  Church,  and  to  prevent 
the  intrusion  of  heretical  teuclericieB.  He  had  thought  to 
enforce,  under  pnin  of  excouimunication,  a  more  unifonu 
obeervancc  of  the  Festival  of  the  Resurrection  througfaont  the 
Church.  The  endeavour  unfortunately  failed,  owing  to  the 
passionate  tenacity  with  which  he  fuimd  the  Asiatics  wrongly 
adhered  to  their  national  custom.  He  found  he  could  not 
peraiiit  in  dowiifight  cxconiranni cation,  even  of  the  lesser  kind, 
with  any  hojies  of  gaining  the  end  in  view.  It  was  not  a 
matter  of  £aith,  and  therefore,  whilst  he  showed  his  care  for 
the  unity  of  the  Church  and  his  jealousy  for  the  faith—  not 
directly  assaulted,  but  indirectly  endangered  by  a  line  of 
action  which  easily  lent  itself  to  error — he  showed  his  wisdom 
ID  ceasing  to  contend  for  his  point  whfii  ho  saw  the  spirit 
of  obstinate  partisanship  which  his  endeavour  evoked,  lie 
desisted  from  the  final  step,  in  accordance  with  the  respect- 
ful remonstrance  of  St.  Irenteus.  Eventually  the  Universal 
Church  settled  down  to  the  Roman  mode  of  observance. 
The  whole  incident  discovers  the  actual  centre  of  Church  life 
iu  that  centurj-,  St.  Victor  sets  iu  motion  sjTiodical  action 
throughout  the  Church,  gathers  up  the  results  which  are  sent 
in  to  him,  lays  down  the  conditions  of  Etdfaercnce  to  th« 
common  amity,  and  his  ruling  ultimat^-ly  prevailed  throughout 
the  Church,  as  it  does  to  this  day,  concerning  the  observance 
of  the  Queen  of  Festivals. 

Note. — Mr.  Poller  eoatends  that  St.  Victor  cut  off  these 
Churches  of  Asia  from  communion  with  Home,  and  endeavoured  to 
go  further,  ix.  endeuvoured  to  cut  Ihem  off  from  '  the  conuuon 
unity,'  but  that  in  this  he  bdled.  From  which  he  argues  that  no  d^ree 
of  loss  of  oonmiimion  with  Rome  involves  loss  of  communion  with 
the  rest  of  the  Cboroh. 

It  is  to  bo  not^  that  he   ap[>ears  lo  understand  Ajcotvtuv^ovt, 

*  separated  from  coinmuuiou,'  as  meoaing  separated  from  the  local 
Church  of  Rome,  and  not '  from  the  common  unify,'  as  the  oontext 
In  Eusebius  suggests.    And  indeed  he  goes  so  tar  as  to  state  that 

*  Eusebius  tells  as  that,  while  Victor,  tpeaking  for  his  own  Churchy 
announced,*  kc. ;  whereas  Eiuebius  merely  says  that  Viotor  an- 
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DOtinceil,  &e.  Aa3  to  clench  the  matter,  in  samming  up  ho  inverts 
the  order  of  Enst'bius*  words,  and  so  draws  his  conclasion  from  them. 
H*  pnts  the  proclamation  of  St.  Victor  (to  the  effect  that  thoso 
Churchfs  were  e:KCOmmunicat«d)  firat,  and  the  endeavour  to  cut 
tbom  off  from  the  common  unity  last.'  This  is  not  the  order  in 
Etinehius.  The  endeavour  was  being  made,  and  the  first  Ht^^p  whs 
to  iiisuo  the  proclamiition.  Bo  that  onlesft  Ihc^y  repented  and  aitcrod 
their  ride  of  observance  at  the  following  Easter,  they  inuiirri>iLl  tlie 
downright  excomitmuication  (apSiji'|.  The  next  step  was  not  what 
itr.  PiiUer  states  it  to  have  Iwen.  He  says,  '  The  other  bishops 
objected  to  Victor's  proceeding ;  they  refused  to  withdraw  their  com- 
munion from  Polycratcs.'  This  latter  sentence  h  not  contained  in 
Kusebiua'  account.  What  the  bishops  did  was  not  to  '  refuse,'  hut  to 
rrharl,  and  to  roproach  with  some  hitterness.  And  since  their 
nhortBtions,  enforced  by  Rt.  Irenitiis*  letter  of  more  becoming  tone, 
trailed  with  St.  Victor,  nmttors  never  oanie  to  the  point  of  refusal 
on  the  p»rt  of  the  bishops.  The  breach  no  sooner  opened  than  it 
oloAfid.  So  that  the  moraJ  to  be  drawn  from  thiit  inciient  in  the 
ewly  life  of  the  Church  is  something  very  differcfUt  from  what  Mr. 
i'atler  describofl  it.  He  saj-s  (p.  31 — the  italiea  are  my  owtj),  '  The 
right  way  of  dealing  with  such  claimfl,'  i.t:.  those  of  the  Vatican 
Coimcil,  ■  if  wo  may  judge  by  the  example  of  St.  Irena^us  and  oth«r 
holy  bishops  '  of  his  time,  in  to  inveigh  against  the  claimant  strongly 
and  to  upbraid  him  severely,  and  to  rtfitse  to  ijive  in  to  his  claims.' 
On  the  contrary,  if  we  take  the  few  facts  we  po8S6Sf«,  there  would  he 
•exhortation'  to  desist,  there  would  no;  be  the  same  upbraiding, 
for  that  was  loo  bitter  {ir\rjKTix<>rT<pov),  there  would  bo  'becoming' 
tirparrrfKmTtat)  admonition  aa  to  a  too  dangeroun  exerciso  of 
rightful  authority,  hut  there  would  not  bo  {if  wo  are  to  judge  by 
Eumbins'  account  of  tlio  whole  matter)  any  dental  of  the  authority 
Viofesaor  Hamack,  the  nnjBt  brilliant  German  Protestant 
riter  of  the  day,  eays  that  Victor 'ventured  by  an  edict  ...  to 
declare  thai  any  Church  wliieh  did  not  adopt  the  Roman  metbo^l  was 
excluded  as  heretical  from  tlio  comnninion  of  the  one  Church.  IIow 
coald  Victor  have  ventored  on  sucb  an  edict  .  .  .  il  it  was  not 
already  eatabliBhe<1  and  recognised  that  it  belonged  to  the  Roman 
Cbnxch.  59  its  distinctive  prerogative,  to  determine  the  condiliaim  of 

'  r.so. 

■  Tbe  biehopfl  who  iifrrm  with  Mr.  PuUci  6»em  always  to  be  holj.     Bn  donEoa 
Iha  tiUe  of  mudI  to  Victor,  jnat  m  he  Aot»  to  fit.  Rt«i>hen,  Rt.  DtuntisTis,  Bt. 
Julua,  Bt.  Cr)c«tiu«,  Si.  Zoaimafl.    These  boly  m«n  were  all  Popen.    lo  th« 
I  v»y  Dnpin  and  Tillemont  are  Booutu  CatlioUa  diviooa,  the  BallBrini  aud 
are  oaljr '  UUramonlane.' 
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the  Koivif  5t^m?,   when    essential  doctrines  of  the   faith  were   in 
qneetion?'     {'  Dopincngesthichte.'  i.  p.  866.) 

In  the  course  ol  bis  description  of  this  incident  Mr.  Poller  also 
Bi'ltlefl  a  question  of  translation  without  suBiciont  authority.  8b. 
Victor  '  requested  '  Polycmtes  to  mimmon  the  biahops  in  his  parts, 
and  Polycrates  did  so.  Mr.  Puller  finds  in  this  an  argument  against 
the  siipremaoy  of  the  Holy  See.  He  considers  the  Greek  wonl  to 
imply  equality.  But  the  word  used  by  Polycratcs  is  equally  appli- 
Ciible  to  the  request  of  a  superior,  as  may  be  seen  by  consulting 
Liddell  and  Scott's  Greek  Lexicon,  7th  edition.  It  would,  indoed, 
bo  h^-percriticlsm  to  the  last  degree  to  lay  stress  upon  such  an  ex- 
pression at  all,  for  who  does  not  know  that  superiors  will  often,  out 
of  courLeisy,  expross  their  desires,  as  Popes  usually  do  now,  instead 
of  issniug  a  [lereiuptory  demand  '?  But  in  point  of  fiict  ^utw  by 
itself  implies  neither  superiority  nor  equality  on  the  part  of  the 
person  who  makes  the  request.  That  must  be  determined  by  oUier 
considerations. 

Once  more.  There  is  no  authority  for  saving,  us  Mr.  PnUer 
duea,  that  *  cvor^'thiug  went  on  tia  if  uotbing  had  happened.'  The 
obstinacy  of  these  Asiatics  had  received  a  check,  and  it  seema  ooi 
improbable  that  some  farthex  measure  of  confoi-mity  to  the  Roman 
mode  of  obaeiring  the  Pasohal  Feast  followed  upon  the  stand  mudo 
by  St.  Victor  ;  if  wo  may  trust  the  letter  of  Constantine,  respecting 
the  Kiccne  Council,  it  would  certainly  s>ijem  aa  if  tills  incident  bml 
had  an  elTect  for  good. 

With  regard  bo  the  question  as  to  whether  St.  Victor  actually 
oxcommunicated  the  Aaiatios  contingent  upon  their  obedience  by  the 
following  E^aster,  or  only  threatened  to  do  so,  it  seems  to  me  that 
Firmilian's  endeuce  is  very  strong.  He  says  in  rcienuice  to  the  day 
of  celebrating  the  Paschal  Feast,  that '  there  vas  not  at  any  time  a 
dejmrture  from  the  peace  and  unity  nf  the  Catholic  Church  on  that 
account.'  ('  Ep.  Cypr."  hxv.)  Tillemont  makes  a  poor  attempt  to 
get  out  of  tbe  plain  meaning  of  this  sentence.  And  fHrmilian's 
position  in  Asia  Minor  makes  him  a  specially  valuable  witness  in 
this  matter.  It  is  true  that  I  have  given  reasons  for  questioning  his 
evidenoo  in  the  rest  of  the  sentence,  but  they  do  not  apply  to  this 
poini  Firmilian's  argument  is  that  St.  Stephen,  in  excommuni* 
eating  (so  ho  asserted)  the  Bishop  of  Carthage  on  suoli  a  quosticm  as 
that  of  baptism  by  heretics,  was  acting  contrary  to  St.  Victor  and 
others  on  the  question  of  Easter. 


CHAPTER  V. 


THE    DOCTBIKB    OP   BT.    CYPRIAN    ON    I:NITT. 

Tbb  teachiDg  of  Si.  Cypriau,  aud  certtiui  prjirtious  of  hia  life, 
hftve  been  claimwl  as  the  special  justification  of  tbc  Anglicaa 
poration  in  early  history.  Dr.  Pusey,  in  his  preface  to  the 
Epistles  of  this  saint,  says,  '  The  Epiiitles  of  St.  Cyprian  are 
the  more  deeply  interesting  to  us  in  that  he,  who  has  been 
called  "  the  ideal  of  a  Christian  bishop,"  h»n  Itecn  almost 
involuntarily  chosen  as  the  model  of  our  Church.*  Ho  con- 
Btderg  that  St.  Cyprian  '  maintained  in  act  thtj  abstract 
indepeudeoce  of  Churches,  which  he  had  in  theory  main- 
tained.' '  Mr.  Puller,  in  his  book  on  '  The  Primitive  Saints 
and  the  See  of  Rome/  maintains  that  '  both  his  writinp^e  and 
the  story  of  his  life  remain  as  a  perpetual  wituet^s  against 
the  Papal  and  in  favour  of  the  episcopal  con^^tttiition  of  the 
Church  of  God,' '  and  even  goes  to  the  IcnRth  of  8a\ing,  in 
another  place,^  '  The  defenders  of  the  EuKhsb  Cliurch  may 
safely  stake  their  case,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  Papal  claims, 
on  the  witncsa  borne  by  St.  Cyprian.'  It  ia  necessary,  there- 
fore, to  enter  more  fully  into  the  teachiug  aud  life  of  this 
eaiut  than  would  be  otherwise  natural,  premising  that  to  stoke 
the  defence  of  one's  ecck-siiistical  position  on  a  single  saint  is 
contrary  to  all  Catholic  ideas  of  divine  faith  in  the  Church. 

I.  It  will  be  admitted  on  all  hands  that  St.  Cyprian's  eye 
is  |)crpctually  fiud  on  one  saying  of  our  Ijord's  when  he 
thinks  of  the  government  of  the  Church.  '  Thou  art  Peter ; 
and  on  this  rock  I  will  build  my  Church  .  .  .  and  to  thee 

Lwill    I  give   the  keys  of  the  kinj^dom  of  fleaven,'  are  to 
8t 
El 
; 


Lib.  of  the  Fathen.     S^  Cyprian,  prot.  p.  xvii.     [N.B.  Tlio  rrfercDCCS  10 
8t.  CTprimn'i  irrilioga  4re  lo  the  Oxford  txtition ;  bitt  where  the  iitimb«r  of  KS 
EjdA]«  iidvr*  from  that  in  the  B«ne(U«tt»e  edition,  I  hsvc  rofBirvd  to  iba 
laller  tlm.  B.11.J 
*p.ssi.  *p.8«a. 
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St.  C.n)rian  the  all- important  words  in  regard  to  Church 
authority.'  At  the  »arat;  time,  it  is  nndouhtedly  tho  ease 
that  St.  Cyprian  is  full  of  the  necessity  of  obedience  to  the 
hiithoji  of  the  iliocfif,  and  that  he  distinctly  speaks  of  the 
Cboroh  having  been  '  settled  on  the  bishops.' ' 

The  point,  therefore,  to  be  considered  is  the  connection 
between  the  episcopate  of  the  Church  and  the  Apostle  St. 
Foter — whether,  according  to  St.  Cyprian,  it  excludes  the 
sovereignty  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome. 

Some  of  the  most  briUiant  German  Protestant  writers, 
such  as  Neaudur  and  Ilnruuck,  and,  amoug!^t  Americans, 
Schaff,  maintain  that  St.  Cyprian's  teaching  neoeHsarily  issued 
in  the  Papal  form  of  (government.  Amongst  Anglican  writore, 
some  agree  with  those  German  historians,  whilst  others,  such 
as  TJr.  PuBcy  and  his  followers,  hold  that  St.  Cyprian  main- 
tained the  necessity  of  the  epiBcopat«,  and,  at  the  same  time, 
its  entire  iudeiwudeuce  of  the  See  of  Peter,  Tho  former  hold 
that  if  the  episcopate  he  considered  as  a  matter  of  necessity, 
by  reason  of  its  relationship  to  Peter,  its  dependence  on  the 
successor  of  Pel«r  (if  there  be  such)  noccssaiily  folIo^^Ti ;  the 
latter,  that  if  all  bishops  luo  the  successors  of  Peter,  there 
is  no  room  for  a  special  relationship  to  the  Apostle  on  tho 
part  of  ajiy  one  see. 

The  position  maintained  in  the  follovi-ing  i>8ges  is  that  the 
Papal  supremacy  is  already  there.  St.  Cjinian  regards  tho 
saying  of  our  Lord  to  Peter  as  the  root  of  all  authority  in 
the  Church.  Other  Apostles  were  associated  with  Peter;  but 
St.  Cyprian  separaUM  him  off  Jrom  ike  rrgt,  as  well  by  the 
elress  wliich  he  lays  on  the  commission  given  to  him  (com- 
pared with  the  very  rare  occasions  on  which  he  mentions  the 
rest),  as  by  the  deSnite  expression  so  often  repeated  in  his 
writings,  that  the  Church  was  founded  by  Christ  on  /Vdr, 
It  is  to  our  Lord's  saying  to  Peter  that  St.  Cy])rian  por- 
petnally  recurs,  which  he  regards  also  as  giving  the  form  of 
unity  to  Uis  Church  subsequently  to  the  death  of  that  Apostle 
(Ep.  Iv.  C,  lix.  18).  St.  Peter  was,  in  the  teaching  of  Cyprian, 
the  beginning  of  a  divine  institution,  which  issued  in  a  stream 

*  Cf.  Ep.  zxxiii.  1,  IxTi.  7,  loiii.  7,  lIx.  S,  Izx.  5,  Uii.  2,  luUi.  7.    3V.  <m 
Vnitv,  §  ».  *  Bp.  nziii.    B.  xxrii 
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of  liisliotw  throa^hout  the  world.  The  Apostles  founded 
irions  commuuities  of  ChriiitianB,  each  with  their  head  to 
eaoceed  themselvci> ;  but  the  authority  of  all  is  traced,  in  the 
Crprianic  Uteratore,  to  the  words  of  Christ  to  Potur,  lepentod 
is  part,  and  in  part  onl3',  to  the  rest  of  the  Apostles. 

TI1U8  the  hishopa  were  the  successors  of  the  Apostles,  but 
of  the  Apostles  considered  as  a  college,  with  Peter  at  their 
head.  On  Peter  the  Church  was  founded  :  it  tcoM  founded,  too, 
on  the  Apo9tU»,  but  on  the«e  only,  I  must  repeat,  as  forming  a 
body  of  which  Peter  was  the  head ;  and  the  Church  is  for 
ever  founded  on  the  bishops,  because  the  episcopate  has  suc- 
ceodcd  to  the  rule  of  Peter,*  having  come  into  bijing  through 
the  missionary-  ioitiative  of  the  several  Apostles,  Bcattcred 
throughont  the  globe,  who  were  all  of  them  associated  with 
Peter. 

Bo  that  when  St.  Cyprian  says  that  the  origin  of  heresy 
and  schism  li^a  in  the  misfortune  that  '  the  head  t:^  not 
sought,' '  it  is  not  our  Lord  simply,  but  our  Lord  considered 
as  the  Creator  of  an  institution,  whom  bo  contemplates.  In 
(act  when  he  says  '  the  head  is  not  sought,'  he  may  be  said  to 
mean  broadly  that  the  original  inttiUUion  is  overlooked,  the 
originating  words  of  our  Lord,  who  is  our  Divine  Head,  are 
not  borne  in  mind.'  By  these  words  an  authority  was  placed 
on  earth ;  for  the  saint  goes  on  to  speak  of  Peter  having  re- 
c^ved  the  keys.  Aud  this  be  insists  upon  by  way  of  showing 
that  tho  martyrs  and  confessors  in  their  prisons  wero  dis- 
turbing the  unity  of  the  Chiu-ch,  in  overlooking  the  bishop 
of  the  diocese,  who  derived  au  authority  from  our  Lord's 

'  Ep.  xniit.  St.  Frtnoi«  of  BalM  explains  th«  dilfercol  vmys  in  nliio}i  St. 
Peter  kod  the  r«Bt  ot  the  Apostles  wer«  louodatioiu.  *  Tbe;  veri>  touiidiUtoci 
o(  llui  Cbarch  eqimll.v  with  bim  [Peter]  tM  U)  the  oonversion  of  uouls  and  as  to 
doctriiM;  bat  as  to  th«  authority  of  govvming  Ui<tjr  were  so  titm|iiiUljr,  oa  Rt. 
Pet«r  «u  the  ordinary  bc&d,  not  only  of  Ibe  rest  ot  th€  vhnle  Church,  biit  of 
the  ApostlM  aIh  '  [Th^  Catholic  Orntrovtrty,  by  St.  Fraada  of  Sales.  Dumt 
Mod  OtttM.  1888.  p.  349). 

*  Dt  Unit.  Ecd,  S  8. 

■  Elwtwhvrr  he  oayi  that  the  remedy,  ■  wtien  truth  is  injMpanly,i8  to  reovr 
to  the  evangelical  fotmtoin.  and  tho  apostolical  tradition,  that  the  mle  of  oar 
action  tnaycouietli#DCe«h«Dce  both  our  order  and  i>ri^in  liave  taken  tlieir  rine.' 
And  again, '  U  we  rerert  to  tlic  head  or  origin  of  Lh«  divinu  tradition,  humaa 
eifor  eeaaet'  {Ep.  ad  Pompeium), 
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vordfi  to  Peter  which  did  not  belong  to  them,  as  they  suflTored, 
or  awaited  their  crown.  And,  again,  the  Novatianists,  of 
course  to  a  much  greattT  extent  and  in  connection,  not  with 
great  truths,  as  was  the  case  with  the  confessors,  but  with  great 
iniquity,  were  overlooking  the  head,  who  in  that  case  was  the 
legitimate  Bishop  of  Home,  who,  as  legitimatfly  rooted  in  the 
past,  was  himself,  and  not  Novatian,  the  head  and  root  of  tho 
Church.' 

n.  For  St.  Cyprian  wrote  bis  treatiHe  on  Tnity  to  meet 
the  neceBsitioH  of  the  day,  and  the  form  which  it  took  was 
determined  by  those  present  needs.  It  is,  therefore,  neces- 
sary to  enter  upon  tJiese  somewhat  at  length,  if  we  are  to 
understand  why  St.  Cyprian  laid  such  stress  on  obedience  to 
bishops." 

Oi)  The  early  |mrt  of  bin  epiHonpate  was  occupied  with  the 
danger  which  had  arisen  to  the  discipline  of  the  Churcli  from 
an  uninteutional  encroachment  on  the  bishop's  office  on  the 
part  of  the  coofeBSorB  and  martyra  in  the  Decian  persecution. 
The  occajnon  of  this  encroachment  was  as  follows.  The 
('hurch  taught  that,  owmg  to  the  solidarity  of  the  Body  of 
Christ,  the  suffering  of  one  part  availed  to  diminish  tho  punish- 
ment of  another.  During  tho  persecution  many  Christians 
had  failed  to  confess  the  faith,  and  had  incurred  the  ban  of 
the  Church.  Thu  questiou  arose  as  to  how  and  when  they 
should  be  restored  after  their  lapoc.  It  was  the  custom  to 
have  recourse  to  the  martyrs  and  confessors  in  their  prisons, 
and  to  obtain  from  them  a  certificate  to  the  effect  that  they 
detiired  for  the  apjiHcants  a  release  from  the  punishment  due 

'  ■  For  thU  fau  b««n  the  vtr;  aoanw  wbeno«  btrosiM  uid  whiBma  hkr* 
token  theit  me,  thM  oMionue  iit  act  paid  to  Ibm  Prioflt  gf  God.'  t.&  (m  gMM- 
ttilj  in  St.  Cji>riau'i  writiui^)  the  bialiop  {Ep.  \ix.  C,  D.  Iv.). 

'  'ForBohiHmfl  and  heresies  Imre  arisen,  and  do  arise,  from  th«  hUbop,  who 
U  one  and  prMidM  ornr  Ih^  Church,  being  deipiied  I7  the  prood  precnmptioa 
of  aome  '  (kp.  Ixri.  4,  B.  Uix.). 

■  ll  IK  the  oonsideratioQ  of  these  ctrcomBlanoea  that  givM  the  true  auwpr 
to  Mr.  Puller's  objection  in  his  I'rim.  SS.  and  tht  Stt  cf  Benu,  p.  351.  He 
saya, '  You  may  r«ad  Uiv  vbole  (rontine  on  unity  tixnu  begimtitig  to  end,  and 
yoQ  will  not  find  one  siogle  word  about  Home,  or  about  the  Pope,  or  about 
any  Papal  jariadiction  derifwl  from  SL  P«l«r.*  The  tr««U««  wa«  written  (so 
St  C}i>riaii  l«ll«  us  lumsetr.  Ep.  liv.  H.  1i.)  to  mert  special  needs,  and,  as  will 
ba  Men,  Papal  authority  did  not  come  into  iiaeation. 
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to  their  sin  of  apoatasy.  Tbur,  m  the  proper  course  of  tbtngs, 
v(ns  presented  to  the  biBhop,  who  decided  upon  the  extbiit  to 
which  the  combined  effect  of  the  martyre'  prayers  and  the 
penitence  of  the  lapsed  Bhould  affect  the  latter.  The  apph- 
cability  of  the  Bufferings  of  the  confessorB  to  those  who  sought 
their  int^rccasion  was  admitted  nn  all  sides  ;  and  the  right  of 
the  bishop  to  grant  an  indnlgence,  or  remission  of  the  tem- 
poral punishmeut  due  to  the  aia  of  apostasy,  was  unques- 
tioned. But  it  lay  with  the  hishop  to  decide  in  eAcli  particular 
case;  for  the  temporal  punishment  could  only  properly  be 
remitted  to  those  who  gave  signs  of  contrition  for  the  sin  they 
had  committed  ;  and  it  also  r(»;tc<l  nith  the  bishop  to  deter- 
mine the  extent  to  which  the  martyrs'  cei*tilicates  should  be 
available  to  shorten  or  dispense  with  the  natural  term  of 
penance.  In  a  word,  the  present  teiu'hing  of  the  Church  on 
the  subject  of  indulgences '  was  in  full  vogue ;  oiUy  the  cou- 
fiBUors  had  been  led  to  give  their  certificates  without  due  ro- 
ferenoe  to  the  bishop. 

Now  St  Cyprian  felt  that  the  whole  diftciplino  of  the  Church 
was  at  stake,  through  the  imprudence  of  these  imprisoned 
confessors,  in  giving  certiiicates  irre8i>ective  of  the  apphcants* 
pciiit«nce  and  without  projjer  authorisation  from  the  bibhop. 
He  accordingly  wrote  to  certain  |>orROiiH  on  the  subject,  and 
Bent  all  his  letters  to  Borne  for  the  inspection  of  the  clergy 
there. 

Rome  was  just  then  without  a  bishop.  It  had  been  part 
of  the  plan  of  the  persecution  under  Docius  to  wcnkon  the 
body  by  depriving  it  of  its  head.  '  He  .  .  .  perseeutfs  the 
rulers  of  the  Church  that,  its  pilot  being  removed,  he  may 
....  make  sliipwreck  of  the  Church.'  Accordingly  St. 
Cyprian  had  been  cum])elled  to  flee  into  retirement,  and  the 
Biahop  of  Rome  had  been  martyred,  for  there,  St.  Cyprian 
says,  Dccins  would  rather  have  seen  a  rival  emperor  than  a 
bishop  of  God.  Accordingly  the  election  of  a  new  bishop  in 
the  place  of  Fabian,  which  St.  Cyprian  calls  '  the  place  of 


'  An  iodaleefue  is  a  dischiuii«  ol  lb«  ilebt  ol  tempoc&l  puniBhuieul  due  to 
EarpTttn  sin,  obUia«<l  bj  itie  ttjiplicAtioii  ol  tiie  Uatuiuzf  ut  Uio  Church,  m 
TvtaUao  ««ittd  th»  morita  of  llie  mmiiyn.  Of  oonree  the  merit  of  our  Lonl 
b  Lbe  fcMirM  ot  all  otlicr  meriiii. 

•  2 


52 


TII£  BISIIOr'S  OFHCE 


A.D.  9a 


Peter,"  was  rendered  imposaible  for  nearly  two  years.  Rut 
the  local  Gburcb  of  Rome  was  still  at  the  head  of  the  Chris- 
tian world.  Although  her  clergy  could  not  act  with  the 
authority  of  the  Roman  Bishop,  they  were  still  the  object  of 
Bpoc'ial  defereuw  and  respect.  The  aruma  of  iufallihility 
lingOHKl  in  the  vacant  Bee.  The  Roman  clergy  bod  already 
written  to  Cyprian  in  regard  to  his  flight  from  perfiecutinn,  in 
consequtiuec  of  some  unfavonrable  commcnty  that  had  been 
made,  probably  by  those  who  were  prcjiaring  the  way  for  a 
Hchism.  St.  Cyprian,  in  no  way  resenting  this  intervention 
of  the  Roman  clergj*,  firbt  wrote  to  know  if  the  letter  wa* 
really  theirs,  and  then,  on  finding  that  it  waa,  defended  his 
conduct.  '  I  have  thought  it  necessary  to  write  this  letter  to 
you,  wherein  an  account  might  be  given  you  of  my  acts,  dis- 
cipline, and  diligunec  ....  What  T  have  done  my  opiatles 
will  tell  you,  wliich  I  sent,  as  occasion  repaired,  to  the  number 
of  thirteen,  and  which  I  have  traimmitted  to  you.'  '  No  one, 
Burely,  will  suppoBe  that  the  Roman  clergy  ever  dreamt  of 
sending  an  account  of  their  '  acts,  discipline,  and  diUgence ' 
to  Carthage. 

St.  Cyprian  then  proceeds  to  detail  his  proposed  method  of 
dealing  with  tboso  who  had  lapsed  under  pereecation.  In  this 
portion  of  his  letter  he  shows  still  more  strongly  what  deference 
he  felt  to  be  due  to  tlie  chair  of  Peter  in  Itome,  even  when 
the  administration  of  the  Church  there  was  in  the  hands  of 
the  inferior  clergj'.  '  Nor  in  this '  {i.e.  his  attitude  towards 
the  lapsed)  '  did  I  lay  down  a  law,  or  raehly  make  myself 
its  author.  But  whereas  it  seemed  right  that  both  honour 
should  be  shown  to  the  martyrs,  and  yet  the  violence  of  those 
who  desired  to  throw  everything  into  confusion  lie  checked — 
and,  moreover,  having  read  ^our  Irttrr  taUiy  »cnt  tt)  my  clergy 
throngh  Crementius,  the  archdeacon,  to  the  effect  that  those 
should  I>e  helped  who,  having  lapsed,  were  seized  with  sirkness, 
and  who,  repenting,  desired  communion — I  thought  it  right 
to  abide  by  what  was  your  opinion  also,  lest  our  conduct  in 
the  ministry,  which  ought  to  be  united  and  to  ^ree  in  all 
things,  should  in  any  respect  differ.'  He  then  speaks  of 
referring  matters  to  a  coimdJ  at  Carthage  after  the  peace,  that 

<  Ep.  It.  B.  xiv. 
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we  '  may  with  the  assiataneo  of  your  counsel  also  net  in  order 
and  restore  ererj-thing.'  He  apeaka  elitewhere  (Ep.  xxvii.)  of 
the  letter  of  the  Itoman  clergy  ha\*ing  helped  him  mach ; 
whilst  the  liomaii  clergy,  carcfal  Dot  to  assume  the  prerogatives 
of  their  bishop,  say  that  Cyprian  '  wislied  us  to  he  found  not 
BO  much  judges  as  pastors  in  counsels.'  At  the  same  time 
they  speak  of  the  inerruucy  of  the  Church  of  Borne,  its  faith 
having  heen  celebrated  UtrongfaouC  the  world — a  fibct  which 
{they  say)  the  Apoetle  would  not  have  mentioned  '  unless  this 
Tigoronauess  had  derived  its  root  of  faith  from  that  time  and 
tkencr/ortfarth.'  But  they  are  the  more  compelled  to  wait 
before  giving  any  definitive  judgment  as  lo  the  lapsi^l,  '  be- 
cause  since  the  decease  of  Fabian,  of  most  honoured  memory, 
on  account  of  the  dilhculttes  of  circumstances  and  the  times, 
we  have  no  bishop  yet  appointed  who  Bhould  settle  alt  these 
matters,  and  who  might,  with  authority  and  counsel,  take 
account  of  those  who  have  lapsed.*  He  also  mentiun^i  later  uti 
that  this  epistle  of  the  Boman  clergy  '  was  sent  throughout 
the  world,  and  made  known  to  all  the  Churches  and  all  the 
brethren.' ' 

The  Boman  clergy  then,  whilst  wailing  for  a  bishop  to  Ije 
appointed,  who  could  settle  matters  '  with  authority  '  as  well 
u  *  ooonsel,*  meanwhile  applauded  St.  Cyprian's  intention  of 
refusing  to  devolve  the  work  of  the  bishop  in  tlie  restoration 
of  the  lapsed  on  the  confessors  and  martyrs.  Their  certifi- 
ficates  were  to  be  allowed  their  due  weight;  their  sufferings 
were  to  be  admitted  in  Ueu  of  the  temporal  puuii>hmeut 
which  those  who  obtained  the  certificate  would  have  been 
bound  to  undergo ;  but  the  whole  matter  was  lo  be  submitted 
in  each  diocese  to  the  '  head '  of  the  Christian  people  therein. 

>  Kp.  \v.  S.  It  is  difficult  to  nndoratand  how  atty  one  could  Iwiiit  tltw  iiici> 
itnt,  flfttnntlr  •nggestirooftboKutboritativc  position  of  ttomr.  Into  ui  inatanoe 
of  •luklmilwity  between  Uie  '  Cypriouie  '  and  the  '  modern  Itomiui '  theory  of 
Ihe  Chorch'a  goTommont.  It  haa.  bowover.  boon  suid  {Ftitn,  SH.  p.  00}  lliat 
an  the  latter  theory  '  then  woald  prob«blf  be  gomu  roforenoo  lo  Ibv  luct  that 
m  pope  wooid  pnoa  be  elerled  who  would  be  able  lo  nlify  what  the  archbiitbop 
had  done.'  Tbitt  is  siartlv  what  the  Itomaii  olergy  did  mj  to  C>-priati  in  rrgard 
la  tbe  arcbdeocou's  action  during  Ibe  racaooy  of  the  B«e.  itt.  I'nller  inoal  uti- 
jiuUflabt;  «uhilitutfie  the  '  jadgment '  of  the  srchbiKbop  fur  '  tbcii  cooMieaoe  ' 
in  thai  note.    No  *  Borprisc '  is  exprecaed. 
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The  danger  that  was  threateiiinf;  tbetn  was,  according  to  St. 
Cyprian,  that  of  disrcgurding  the  divinely  appointed  head. 
And  he  finda  the  divine  infititution  of  a  head  in  our  Lord's 
words  to  St.  iVter.  He  writes  to  the  lapsed  (Ep.  xxxiii.),  aaj'- 
iag  that  '  Our  Lord,  whoso  precepts  and  warnings  we  oaght  to 
observo,  determining  the  honour  of  a  bishop  and  the  ordering  ' 
of  his  own  Church,  speaks  in  the  Gospel  and  says  to  Peter/*  I 
Bay  unto  thee,  that  thou  art  Peter,  and  upon  this  rock,"  Ac. 
Thence  the  ordination  of  bishops  and  the  ordering  of  the  Church 
runs  down  along  the  course  of  time  anil  the  line  of  auccesxlon, 
80  that  the  Church  is  settled  upon  her  bishops,  and  every  act  of 
the  Cborob  h  regulated  by  the  same  prelates.  Since,  then, 
this  is  founded  on  divine  law,  I  marvel  that  some  have  had 
the  bold  sincerity  to  write  to  mo  as  if  they  were  addressing 
letters  in  the  name  of  the  Church,  whereas  the  Church  con- 
eistelh  of  the  bishop  and  clergy  and  all  who  stand.* 

Bt.  Cyprian,  therefore,  distinctly  understands  the  '  rock,' 
in  St.  Matthew  ivi.,  to  he  St.  Peter ;  and  the  bishops  enter  into 
their  shore  of  the  keys  through  succeaeion  from  Peter,  who  is 
thus,  in  a  very  true  sense,  the  '  root '  of  the  Catholic  Church 
and  the  eoarce  of  its  tmity.  She  is  '  built  on  Peter,  for  an 
origin  and  for  the  ordering*  of  unity-'  Tlie  rock  which, 
ac^rding  to  Kt.  Cyprian,  is  Peter,  ha^  expanded  itself  in  *a 
line  of  succession,'  and  the  Church  coneiiits  of  those  bishops 
who  flow  from  Peter,  together  with  the  clergy  and  the  faithful. 
Included  amongst  those  bishops  is,  of  course,  according  to 
Bt.  Cyprian  (bo^^^ver  mistaken  he  may  be  in  the  judgment 
of  Mr.  Puller  ■)  the  occupant  of  the  chair  of  Peter.  The  bishop 
is  the  head  of  the  Church  in  each  diocese,  because  he  is  port 
of  the  stream  which  has  flowed  from  Peter;  and  this  stream 
is,  all  along  its  course,  iuvested  with  divine  right  because  its 
aource  is  of  divine  institution,  coming  from  the  creative  words 
of  the  Heavenly  Master,  '  Thou  art  Peter,'  &0. 

80  far  St.  Cyprian'ft  teaching,  though  uot  couched  in  the 
terms  of  modern  theology,  is  yet  in  substance  identical  with 
that  of  the  Boman  Catholic  Church  at  this  bom:.    In  the 

*  Ratio.    Oxford  irmnaklion. 

■  Bationt.    This  trnmo  word  in  tbo  Utier  just  qnotvd. 

•  Prim.  83.  p.  M. 
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district  of  Wedtminster,  for  instance,  the '  liead '  must  he  sought 
{caput  quaritur),  and  the  'head'  is  the  bishop  who  comos 
dowm  from  Peter,  and  bo  is  part  of  that  atdurinff  living 
foundation  on  which  Christ  built  His  Church,  and  on  which  it 
will  remain  until  tlie  end  of  the  world.  8t.  Peter  is  not, 
Recording  to  St.  Cyprian,  as  some  would  make  him,  onlif  a 
symbol,  hut  he  is  the  orif/in  of  tlie  Church's  unity,  and  com- 
munion with  Peter  is  an  essential  feature  of  the  Church's 
Kfe.  Conaeqnontly,  the  lapsed  rouat  know  that  their  restora- 
tion to  the  Clmreh  is  to  bo  regulated  by  the  bishop,  not 
Bimply  by  certificates  from  the  martyrs.  And  the  Pishop  of 
Carthage  would  not  lay  down  a  law  on  the  rules  to  guide  the 
bishop's  action  without  consulting  Rome. 

(6)  But  another  event  in  the  life  of  St.  Cyprian  turned 
his  thoughts  towards  the  aubject  of  unity,  and  led  to  a  further 
i-xpliination  of  ite  origin  and  nature.  An  Anti-Pope  arose  at 
Rome,  and  St,  Cyprian  flew  to  the  aid  of  Cornelius,  tho 
lof^tinuite  Pope.  In  an  important  pauaa^c  he  insists  upon  the 
rcgnlarity  of  Cornelina'a  appoiiitmt'iit,  and  the  conseciuent  sin 
of  opposing  him.  There  cannot  be  two  bishops  over  the  same 
fiee,  and  those  who  through  their  own  fault  are  in  communion 
with  the  wrong  one  are  outside  tho  supernatural  sphere  of 
the  Church,  and  their  very  martyrdom  would  lose  its  merit. 
There  waa,  says  St.  Cyprian,  already  a  properly  appointed 

,  bishop  when  Novatian  was  ordained,  and  conscqututly   tho 
itlanists  were  in  schism.     It  was  not  a  question  of  what 

'were  the  powers  or  rights  of  the  See  of  Rome  ;  St.  Cy]>rian 
had  no  call  to  dwell  on  these.  The  question  was  as  to  the 
ri^tful  occupant  of  that  see.    And  St.  Cyprian  determines 

^this  question  by  insisting  on  the  unity  of  the  Church — its 
Dfcessarily  visible  unity.  Cornelius  was  the  Bishop  of  Rome, 
reetived  as  such   by  the  brotherhood  of  bishops.     Ho  was 

.appointed,  says  St.  Cyprian,  '  when  Oie  place  of  Pcler  and  the 
rank  of  the  sacerdotal  chair  was  vacant ' — i.e.  not  racirelj'  the 
bishopric  but  the  '  place  of  Peter '  (Ep.  lis.  B.  Iv.) ;  therefore  no 
other  could,  by  any  possibility,  bo  the  bishop  of  that  same 
city.  The  Church  cannot  be  visibly  two  or  three.  It  bcgau 
with  one,  it  waa  founded  on  one  by  the  voice  of  the  Lord,  and 
it  most  continue  one.     It  cannot   be,  like  the  kingdoma  of 
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Israel  and  Judali  and  the  garment  of  Ahijab,  visiUy  dis- 
unikd.  This,  he  says,  '  has  bem  tlie  very  source  whence 
heresies  and  schisms  have  taken  their  rise,  that  obedience  is 
not  paid  to  tho  Priest  of  God  [i.e.  Iho  bishop] ;  nor  do  they 
relk'ct  thattliero  is  for  the  time  one  high  priest  in  the  Church 
and  ono  judge  for  the  time  in  Christ's  stead,  whom,  if  the 
whole  brotherhood  would  obey  according  to  the  divine  injunc- 
tiona,  no  one  would  stir  in  anything  against  the  College  of 
Prelates:  no  one  after  the  divine  sanction  had,  after  the 
suffrages  of  the  people,  after  the  consent  of  our  fellow-hishop, 
would  make  himself  a  judge,  not  of  his  bishop,  but  nf  God ; 
no  one  would  by  a  rent  of  unity  tear  asunder  the  Church  of 
God.' ' 

It  is  not  difficult  from  a  pa&sage  lihe  this  to  see  what 
St.  Cyt>rian  would  have  thought  of  ordaining  an  archbishop 
to  a  see,  whilst  the  bishops  of  the  province  were  in  prison,  in 
prote«t  against  the  authority  (which  they  believed  to  have  no 
'  divine  sanction ')  under  which  the  said  archbishop  was 
ordained,  whilst  the  rest  of  the  Church  were  not  consulted  or 
comtounicatod  with.  In  other  words,  the  present  Archbishop 
of  Canterbury  has  no  means  of  tracing  himst-lf  to  Peter, 
according  tu  Cypriauic  tests,  and  can  therefore  have  no  share 
in  the  keys  of  Peter.  For  St.  Cyprian  was  led  to  lay  stroHson 
the  obedience  due  to  tho  bishop  in  each  diocese,  not  because 
he  viewed  the  biishop  as  standing  alone  and  deriving  his  com- 
mission from  our  Lord  in  such  a  way  that  he  could  act 
independently  of  the  rest  of  tho  Church,  iiut  as  one  of  a 
compact  brotherhood  visibly  united.*  And  whilst  he  had  an 
oSice  to  fulfil,  which  be  could  devolve  on  no  one  else,  and  for 
whteh  he  was  ultimately  responsihle  to  our  Lord  atone,  hia 
share  in  the  keys  of  the  kingdom  came  &om  his  being  one  of 
the  numerous  heads  who  arc  visibly  connected  throughout  thai 
world,  and  who  are  tVierefore  in  cowuctivn  with  the  bleeeedj 

>  Ep.  Ux.  B.  Iv. 

'  EpU^vjxttns  tiniw,  fpiscoporttm  coneordi  nwmerotitatg  difTnnu— one  «pi- 
8co]>ftto  (liDoELHl  bf  a  visibly  onitod  {eanconU)  mnltJIoda  of  bishop*  (Ep.  ad 
Antonian.  Iv.).  The  Oxford  (Lilian  trmtuUtM  this  ■  thnttfhout  &»  hanDonioni,*  ■ 
Ac.  w  tboogh  Iba  at>»tr»ci  «pUoopal«  «r«n  od«  ihing  Mkd  Um  viaible  i 
maoMivr. 
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iposfcle  Peter.  *  Our  Lord  bnilt  the  Giurch  ou  Peter '  is  tho 
refrain  of  the  Cj-prianic  doctrine. 

Thus  far,  then,  the  circumstances  under  which  St.  Cyprian 
Trot«  bla  treatise  on  Unity  would  not  necessarily,  nor 
even  naturally,  lead  him  to  the  subject  of  Papnl  jurisdic- 
lioD.  It  was  the  rights  of  bishops  over  the  laity,  and  the 
teat  of  a  lawful  occupant  of  any  see,  Rome  included,  which 
occupied  his  attention  ;  the  relationsliip  of  biuhope  to  their 
mother-Church,  whether  in  Carthage  or  in  Borne,  would  have 
been  irrelevant  to  his  theme. 

m.  At  the  Bame  time  he  does  in  this  part  of  bis  life  inci- 
dentally touch  on  the  See  of  Peter  an<I  it*?  relation  to  the  other 
seea  of  the  Church,  and  in  so  doing  he  shows  that  he  held 
strictly,  in  theory,  io  the  supremacy  of  the  See  of  TEome. 
Peter  had,  iiccortUng  to  our  saint,  his  official  reproeentative  m 
the  Bishop  of  Borne.  '  The  place  of  Fabian  *  (the  Pope),  was, 
according  to  St.  Cyprian,  '  the  place  of  Peter,*  an  expression 
which,  ae  a  matter  of  fact,  he  uses  of  the  Sue  of  Bomo 
ftlone.  But  further,  in  writing  of  Novatus  who  had  gone 
from  Carthage  to  Rome  to  join  the  schism  of  his  all  but  name> 
sake  Novulian,  he  describet>  the  wickedness  of  the  Novatituisj 
in  *  setting  up  for  themselves,  without  tlie  Church  and  against 
the  Church,  a  conventicle  of  their  abandoned  faction ; '  and 
then  he  proceeds  to  say,  '  After  all  this,  they  yet  in  addition, 
having  bad  a  psoudo-bishop  ordained  for  them  by  heretics, 
dare  to  set  sail  and  to  carry  letters  from  schismatic  and  pro* 
fane  persons  to  the  chair  of  Pfter,  and  to  the  principal  [or 
ruling]  Church,  whence  episcopal  unity  has  taken  its  rise.' ' 

Now  it  is  obvious  from  these  words  that  St.  Cyprian  did  not 
regard  Carthage  as  being  the  See  of  Peter  in  the  same  sense 
that  Borne  wae,  for  they  went,  he  says,  from  Carthage  to  'the 
cliair  of  Peter.'  Bome  was,  therefore,  the  chair  of  Peter  in 
some  way  differing  from  Carthage,  for  it  ia  described  simply  aa 
'  the  chair  of  Peter.'  They  were  not  going  to  every  see — they 
were  not  about  to  make  a  tour  of  the  globe,  but  going  to  Bome. 

Again,  this  '  chair  of  Feter '  is,  according  to  St.  C^^irian, 
the  *  principal  Church.'  Xuw  we  have  seen  that  this  uxpres' 
eion  and  its  Greek  equivalent  occurring  in  St.  Irenseus  can- 
■  Ep.  b]L.  18.  u.  1v. 
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not  niioan  Iho  most  ancient  or  the  mother-Church.  It  means 
thtt  ruling  (Church.  Since  Irenfeus  wrote  those  worda  nbout 
Rome,  Twrtullian  bad  defined  the  word  ns  meaning  '  that 
which  is  over  anything,' '  as  the  soul  presides  over  and  ndes 
the  body.  At  one  time  of  St-  Cyprian's  life  hardly  a  day 
)>aeB6d  without  some  study  of  Tertullian  ;  at  spare  momeute 
he  would  say, '  Give  me  the  mask'r,'  by  which  they  understood 
that  he  wished  to  read  Tertullian.  We  can,  therefore,  be 
fairly  »urc  what  he  meant  by  the  principal  Church,  riz.  the 
BOvereiHii  ruling  Church.  When,  therefore,  these  heretics 
went  to  Rome,  they  went,  according  to  our  saint,  to  '  the  chair 
of  Peter  and  the  ruling  Church.' 

Again,  it  ia  the  ruling  Church '  whence  sacerdotal  [i.e.  epi- 
scopal] unity  took  its  rise ; '  t.^.  not  the  College  of  Bishops,  for 
that  took  its  rise  from  all  the  Apostles,  but  the  '  unity '  of  the 
College  which  took  its  rise  from  the  chair  of  Peter,  i.e.  from 
Petei"  considered  as  the  origin  of  a  succeBsion.' 

AVe  have,  then,  here  from  St.  Cyiirinn  a  distinct  enuncia- 
tion of  the  Catholic  and  Roman  t^jaching  concerning  the  office 
of  the  See  of  St.  Poter.  Jt  was  not  directly  the  mother  of  the 
einaeopate,  rogarded  as  a  Une  of  mechanical  ouccesaion,  but 
of  its  unity:  that  is,  of  the  episcopate,  regarded  as  bound 
together  in  visible  communion  and  invested  with  di\'ute 
authority.' 

But  St.  Cyprian  adds  yet  another  point.  The  'chair' 
suggests  the  tcacliing  ufllice,  as  '  the  princedom  '  implies  go- 
vernment.    And  St.  Cyprian  adds  that  the  Romans  are  '  thoy 


'  De  AnimA.  c.  13. 

*  Mr.  I'nllcr  {l*rim.  SS.  p.  51!)  cooaiilera  tocfdotaUt  vmUat  to  be  th«  Mm« 
u  colttyitim  aacrriiittate,  which  it  quit*  insdmiuibl*,  and  hn  tbu  pr«|)Utva  lh« 
wftjr  for  his  fltr&ii|{«  contention  that  Nt.  C}-prian  is  speaking  ol  the  chair  of 
Pel4ir  u  tb«  roolherCtmrcfa  of  Africa  only.  Bat  Rt.  Cjprian  give*  not  the 
•lifthlMt  hint  thai  li«  It  itpMlnng  ol  Africa  only.  And  the  word  hf>  traoalatM 
taoibtit  (principiiii)  bad  alreadjanolliM  aignificatioiiasappUed  toBoaie.  Mr. 
PuU«r  quotu  a  paaugii  from  Tertullian,  which  Oiaaatsr  quoted  fi  prvpos  of  the 
puKBffe  in  St.  lr«n»aa;  hat  Ur.  DilllinKer  replied  to  Qicaeler  that  wc  most 
adhere  to  the  ordiruuy  tiMJinln)^  of  th«  word  ac  exprenljr  dedoad  by  Tertatlian 
{0<*ekuhU,  do.,  loc.  cU.).  Aod  St.  Auguvttae'i  expreatloD.  'in  trhich  ths 
aovereigutj'  wa«  ever  ia  loroe.'  is  a  kind  of  ocho  or  oonimealarf  of  the  aame. 

*  At  prcaent  the  See  of  Peter  u  the  tnothn-  of  all  the  Booceaaiana,  for  all 
have  had  to  be  repleniahed  from  ber. 
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to  whom  fainilessnops  can  have  no  access,*  Such  in  bis 
^und  of  irocarity  ^hen  he  contemplates;  thcAC  men  sailing 
from  Carthage  to  deceive  the  chair  of  Peter  aH  to  the  correct- 
new  of  hia  teaching.  At  this  |»erio<l  of  his  lifo  warm  words 
of  MKiomium  mvariably  siiring  to  liia  lips  when  he  s]>eak8  of 
Rome;  but  his  words,  each  one  of  them,  contain  BcriotiB 
Itiaching.  Here  the  mt^ntion  of  Home  Bug^ats  the  abHurdtty 
of  theee  people  sup^Kifiintj  that  the  original  Bource  of  epiHi-'Opul 
unity  will  be  ontrue  to  it«  perpetual  office  on  the  momentoas 
question  which  they  wished  to  etir. 

Bat,  after  all,  it  may  be  said  that  the  Bovoreignty  attri- 
boted  to  the  chair  of  Peter  did  not  amount  to  mach,  seeing 
that  St.  Cyprian  roob  on  to  deprecate  these  people  havin;; 
gone  to  Rfjuie,  inst^fiul  uf  lieing  content  with  having  tlieir  cause 
tried  at  Carthnfie.  But  did  St.  Cyprian  mean  by  his  protest 
againett  their  sailing  to  Borne  tn  deprecate  any  appeal  under 
any  circumetanceH  ?  It  will  bo  se^n  prcBcntly  that  this  wag 
not  his  meaning.  He  considered  that,  in  this  particular  caaG, 
the  number  of  the  bishops  who  had  tried  these  men  was  siifli- 
cient  to  BetOe  the  matter.  So  that  the  reference  of  matters 
to  Home  depended,  in  his  judgment,  on  the  adequacy  of  the 
local  episcoi>ate  in  any  given  case  to  meet  the  needs  of 
the  occasion.' 

St.  Cyprian,  therefore,  expresses  his  contidence  that  theBs 
men  will  gain  nothing  by  scuQliiig  oiT  to  Korae,  since  it  is  the 
Tery  source  uf  unity,  and  the  Bomaiis  are  they  '  to  whom  per- 
fidy ean  have  no  access.'  Unity  (he  says  in  effect)  took  its 
rise  from  the  chair  of  Peter,  and  as  it  arose  thence  it  will 
remain  secure  there. 

It  DOW  we  compare  the  most  recent  exposition  of  this  great 
passage  in  St.  Cyprian  with  Hs  Catfaolio  interpretation,  we 
have  Uie«e  results. 

On  the  one  hand,  Mr.  Puller  passes  over  the  expression 
of  otir  saint.  '  the  chair  of  Peter,*  as  being,  in  his  judgment, 
the  TMolt  of  a  delusion  wrought  into  the  Western  Church's 
mind  within  the  second  century  by  the  Clementine  Romance, 
a  delusion  which  (be  admits)  was  shared  by  the  primitive 
jMinta  for  ever  afterwards !     He   trausliites   '  principal '  as 
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'  orij^inal,"  in  defiance  of  Tfrtullian's  drfirilion  and  St.  AugiiR- 
tinc's  exijlftnution.  He  suborduintes  Ihe  primary  idea  in  the 
term  •  episcopal  unity '  to  the  secondary,   by  translating  it 

*  tho  episcopal  body  conflidcred  as  a  unity,'  instead  of  kioeping 

*  the  unity  *  as  the  finbstantivo  word  ;  and  lastly,  he  narrowtf! 
the  contents  of  the  word  '  principal,'  aa  though  it  related  only 
to  Koine  and  the  West,  and  especially  Africa. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  the  Catholic  interpretation,  the 
worda  are  taken  in  their  plain,  naked  Bimplicity.  Rome  is 
'  thn  chair  of  Petor  and  tho  Bovoroign  Church,  whence  the  unity 
of  the  episcopate  took  its  rise.'  Here  St.  Peter  is  soen  to  bo 
not  a  mere  symhoE,  hnt  the  very  source  and  commencement 
of  a  stream  of  unity  (which  is  St.  Cyprian's  own  simile),  and 
the  Apostle  is  a  real  foundation,  not  detached  and  built,  as  it 
were,  in  the  air — not  a  source  separated  from  its  stream — nor 
a  typo  with  no  genetic  relationship  between  him  and  tho  unity 
he  represents,  but  tho  edifice  is  continuous  with  tho  founda- 
tion, growing  up  from  it  tind  on  it,  so  that  it  is  true,  as  St. 
Cyprian  is  so  fund  of  Haying,  that  Peter  is  he  '  on  whom.  Ibe 
Lord  built  the  Church.' 

W.  We  are  now  in  a  position  to  understand  the  full  mean- 
ing of  the  famous  passage  in  his  treatise  on  Unity,  written  sub- 
sei|uently  to  the  events  described  above,  but  in  reference  to 
them.  After  the  opening  paragraph,  St.  Cyprian  at  once 
proceeds  to  state,  as  he  bad  done  before  in  hia  letters,  thftj 
cause  of  heresy  and  discord. 

It  proceeds  from  this,  that  men  do  not  go  '  to  the  origin 
of  the  truth  *  (possibly  '  unity  '  is  the  true  reading),  uor  is  the 
head  '  sought,  and  they  do  not  pay  attention  to  the  heavenly 
Master's  teaching.'  He  our  Master,  has  taught  us  where  to 
find  the  bead :  namely,  in  the  successor  of  Peter.  *  For  He  said. 
to  Pct«r,  "  Thou  art  Peter,  and  on  this  rock  I  will  build  mj 
Church,  and  the  gatofl  of  hell  shall  not  prevail  against  it ;  and 
I  will  give  thee  the  keys  of  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven."  Upon 
ortf  lie  btiUils  His  Church,  and  aJthough  He  gives  to  all  the 
Apostles  after  the  resurrection  equal  power,  yet ' —  What  is 
the  restriction  introduced  by  the  'yet'?  What  ia  the  modify- 
ing truth  ?  U  is  that  this  gift  to  the  rest  of  the  ApoBtles  doee 
not  exhaust   the  arrangement  which  Christ  made  for  Hii-j 
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Church.  This  gift  does  not  interfere  with  the  fact  that  He 
built  Hifl  Church  on  one,  for  although  He  gave  the  rest  etjual 
power  (e.g.  to  couaccrate  the  Eucbariat,  to  absolve,  to  teach 
infallibly,  to  found  Churches),  '  neverlht-h'ss,  in  order  to  uuni- 
fest  unity,  Ho,  by  Hia  own  authority,  instituted  the  orig^  of 
the  same  unity,  bo  that  it  should  begin  from  one.' 

Mr.  Pulk'F  does  not  venture  to  traiislatt?  Ihc  word  'naanifest ' 

■  'symbolise,'  but  throughout  he  appears  to  understand  theiu 

equiraJent.     But  it  is  one  thing  to  symbolise  and  another 

manifeat ;  and  our  Lord  secured  the  manifestation  of  unity 

by  'providing*  {digpoguit^)  an  actual  origin  '  hogirining  from 

^one*  (ah  uno  incipientem).    And  then,  that  there  may  be 

no  mistake,  and  that  none  may  imapiiu  that  tho  difference 

between  the  rest  of  the  Apostles  and  this  '  origui  of  unity  * 

which  Peter  was  made,  aiuuunted  to  a  differonco  in  the  power 

of  the  priesthood,  he  repeats  that  undoubtedly  '  the  other 

kpostles  were  what  Peter  was,  invested  with  an  equal  share  of 

lonour  and  power,  but  the  commencemeut  [of  the  Chureh] 

fltorte  from  unity,  that  the  Church  of  Christ  may  be  shown  to 

be  one.*     And  this  unity  ia  a  thing  to  be  held,  and  'he  who 

holds  it  not,  dooa  he  think  that  he  holds  the  faith  ?  ' ' 

TlinsSt.  Cyprian  traces  all  heresies  to  a  neglect  in  looking 
for,  or  to,  the  head.  Nee  caput  rjneerilur.  The  head  is  the  bishop 
viewed  as  tho  heir  of  tho  promises  made  to  Peter.  He  is  in 
each  place  the  link  for  the  timo  being  ^  of  the  chain  which 
reaches  down  from  the  original  head — namely,  the  Apostle 
Peter.  For  St.  Cyprian  never  speaks  of  the  Church  being 
founded  on  St.  James,  or  on  St.  John.  Ho  knew  that  they 
vere  fonndations,  but  not  in  tho  unique  sense  in  which  Peter 
was.  According  to  St.  Cyprian  tho  Seo  of  Rome  was  the  Set! 
of  Peter,  and  tho  choir  of  Peter  was  the  principle  of  coheKion 
to  the  Christian  epiucopate.  He  was  the  Primate  of  tho 
Christian  Church,  and  showed  his  hiuuility  in  not  pressing 
this  point  at  Antioch  ;  *  and  his  chair  inheritK  the  Primacy 

'  '  CniUUf  ejUBdein  orlginem  ati  nno  mctpientem  ■&&  auctoritate  disposalt.* 
d.  Uw  QM  of  disponfio  in  Rojuhu  Uw  for  an  '  edict.'     3V.  on  Vnitjf,  §  D. 

'  TV.  M  Unit^.  $  4.  ■  Cf.  Appendix  I. 

*  Bp.  tni.  2.  Cf.  p.  M  for  tho  oxplanation  of  that  paasage.  Dr.  OOUiogw 
mnajks:  'Der  Sinn  isl :  Petnia  faiitui  uch  ileiu  Rmhtn  iiacli  auf  eeiiMn 
Vonmag  benifea  kdaavD,  aber  in  juncm  Uomonlo,  ftls  Paulua  ihn  nit  gatam 
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bestowod  on  him,  for  it  ie  the  principal  or  governing  Church. 
They  onlj  are  lawful  bishops  who,  hanng  been  duly  elected 
(a  matUT  which  was  subject  to  ai'raugeiuent  on  the  part  of 
the  Church)  ai'e  built  into  the  one  foundation  and  form  part 
of  that  vieibly  compacted  body,  which  resembles,  not  (bo  he 
Bays)  the  kiiigdoiiiH  of  Israel  and  Jiidab,  and  the  garment  of 
Aliijali,  but  the  seamless  robe  of  Christ.  Such  is  the  (strictly 
Tapal)  teaching  of  St.  Cyprian. 

V.  This  teaching  of  Bt.  Cyprian  has  an  important  bearing 
on  the  relation  between  orders  and  jurisdiction.  '  We  have 
orders.'  it  is  said;  *iB  not  that  su^cicnt?'  According  to 
St.  Cyprian  it  is  not  Bufficient.  W(!  might  bo  living  in  the 
deadly  sin  of  schism  in  spite  of  our  orders.  We  might  be  in 
possesston  of  eaflraments,  yet  without  the  sanctifying  effects 
of  the  sacraments,  from  lack  of  jnriadiption.  The  Church,  in 
St.  Cyprian's  teaching,  is  a  visible  kingdom ;  it  is  a  compact 
body,  and  the  ceremony  of  episcopal  ordination  will  not  of 
ncoosBity  introduce  a  man  into  that  network  of  holy  organisa- 
tion which  alone  traces  itself  up  to  Peter,  '  on  whom  the  Lord 
huiit  the  Church.*  We  must  be  in  communion  with  the  rflsk 
of  the  Church  in  this  sonsc,  that  our  episcopate  is  acknow* 
ladged  as  a  part  of  the  succession  from  Peter  by  the  compact 
brotherhood  of  bishops  which  comes  down  from  the  blessed 
Apostle  Peter.  EccleHJastioU  intorcomni union  may  be  tem- 
porarily Buspended,  hut  wo  mufit  be  an  acknowledged  portiou 
of  the  one  Church,  bavuig  inherited  the  legitimate  succoBsion 
and  not  forfeited  our  place  iu  that  one  streiim  which,  flowing 
from  Peter,  is  '  diffused  throughout  the  world  by  a  concordant 
muItipUcity  of  bishops.'  And  as  '  episcopal  unity  took  its 
rise,'  according  to  St.  Cyprian,  '  from  the  chair  of  Peter,*  so 
from  the  chair  of  Peter  it  will  always  flow.  To  take  a  singlu 
instance,  Neatorius  and  his  followers  forfeited  their  place  in 
that  compact  unity,  that  '  concordant  multiplicity.'  Their 
docondauts  accordingly  have  no  jurisdiction  wherever  they 
may  be.  Their  episcopate  is  not  part  of  the  kingdom  of 
Christ.  It  is  not  enough  that  they  have  orders,  if  thoy  have  ; 
the  flaw  in  their  title  is  that  they  cannot  trace  to  Peter  *  ou 

Onind  Uilolu,  w&ra  es  HoohmaUi  and  Airog&nu  gewewa  '  {QetehiiMt,  Pniod* 
I.  p.  3G0). 
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whom  the  Lord  built  the  Churi'b.'  For  ia  the  year  431  they 
were  extrndod  '  from  the  unity  of  the  epiBcopal  brotherhood, 
just  as  altent'ards  the  followers  of  Photius  departed  txom  the 
auoe  unity.  Wherever  the  Ncstoriaua  are,  tbey  are  meml>era 
of  what  St.  Cyprian  would  call  a  '  conventicle  of  theii-  own, 
beside  the  Church  and  against  the  Church.' 

The  same  would  be  true,  according  to  Cyprianic  priaciples, 
of  the  legalised  episcopate  in  thJH  country  if  it^  orders  were 
admitted  to  be  true.  It  never  established  itself  in  the  king- 
dom of  Christ,  according  to  thos<.'  principles.  There  was  no 
authority  recognised  by  the  Church  that  confirmed  the  election 
of  Parker.  Eleven  days  after  his  consecrfition  he  confirmed 
the  others,  who  yet  were  supposed  to  have  elected  him  to  the 
see.  TThat  could  be  in  more  flagrant  defiance  of  all  Cyprianic 
teaching? 

Again,  according  to  Cyprianic  principles,  where  there  is 
already  a  bishop  in  communion  with  the  roflt  of  the  Catholic 
Church,  exerriaing  his  jurisdiction,  it  would  lie  a  most  grievaua 
sis  to  consecrate  another  and  introduce  him  on  to  the  same 
field  of  work.  For  infitjitu'e,  tht-re  wa«  in  Quebec  a  bishop,  in 
comnmnion  with  the  Catholic  Church,  exercising  legitimate 
jurisdiction.  Some  two  hundred  years  afterwards  one  appeared 
witli  the  title  of  bishop,  with  letters  patent  from  England. 
It  was,  if  this  person  was  in  other  respects  a  bishop,  the 
deadly  sin  of  echisra  on  Cyprianic  principles.  Eventually 
the  whole  ground  oceupieil  by  the  Catholic  Church  was  mapi>ed 
ont  into  districts,  to  which  bishops,  at  least  in  title,  were 
ordained  by  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  and  sent  out  to 
labour  in  a  sphere  already  assigned  to  a  Catholic  bishop. 
'  The  Queen  hafi  been  plrased  by  letters  patent,  under  the 
Great  Heal  of  the  United  Kingdom,  to  reconstitute  the  bishopric 
of  Quebtc.  and  to  direct  that  the  eame  shall  corapri3c,*  &c. 
*  Her  M'tje^ty  haa  also  been  pleased  to  constitute  so  much  of 
the  ancient  diocese  of  Quebec  £8  comprises  the  district  of 
^[ontreal  to  be  a  bishop's  see  and  diocese,'  &c.*    it  is  clear 

*  For  tb«  ftothoritf  with  which  thin  was  <lonif,  of.  pp.  334- SM. 

*  I  aavJ  bfttdl;  Mjr  ihal  tb«  Uws  vt  Lhe  Cbvuch  ot  KitKlaod,  and  not  llcr 
flmdoas  MajKtjr,  nn  respoDsiblc.  AJl  CiUbolicii  must  Ii-ol  n  H|H-«iiil  rcgaid 
toward*  lh«  praMnt  oeaapuil  oF  Iha  throno. 
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from  this,  which  ie  bat  one  instance  of  a  series  of  similar  acts, 
that  the  Church  of  England  at  any  rate  does  not  proceed 
upon  the  lines  of  St.  Cyprian's  teaching.  That  saint  most 
have  denounced  her  line  of  action  with  all  his  fiery  vehemence 
as  destructive  of  his  cherished  principle,  that  there  can  be  but 
one  bishop  and  one  altar.  The  only  imaginable  defence  is 
that  the  Church  of  England  is  the  entire  Church  of  God  on 
earth.  The  denunciation  could  then  be  left  to  St.  Angustine, 
in  bis  writings  against  the  Donatists. 


CHAPTER  VT. 


BT.   CTPBIAH  ON   APPEALS  TO   ROMB. 


I.  The  essential  pointB,  then,  in  the  teaching  of  St. 
Cj'prian  on  the  Unity  of  the  Cburcli  aro  these.  Every 
Christian  finds  himselT  iiudor  tho  rule  of  one  paator,  who  has 

(five  an  account  of  hia  iiile  to  the  one  Lord  of  all  (Ep. 
IV.  B.  Ui.)-  To  this  one  pastor  or  bishop  the  faithful  in  that 
district  owe  obwUence  in  matters  of  faith  ufid  discipline. 

But  this  bishop  is  one  of  a  compact  body  visibly  united  by 
intercommunion  witli  all  the  rest ;  and  be  derives  his  authority 
from  the  words  of  our  Lord  to  St.  Peter  iu  Matthew  svi,  18, 
Ho  is  port  of  a  stream  whose  united  volume  flows  through  the 
»ROfi  from  that  apostolic  source.'  He  must  be  an  accepted 
member  of  the  great  brotherhood  of  tho  'one  episcopate'* 
The  episcopate  is  one  body,  and  when  one  hisbop  has  bceu 
regularly  appointed  to  a  district,  no  one  can  oome  iu  after  liim 
and  claim  the  authority  of  Peter.' 

These  were  the  two  jwinte  on  which  it  was  necessary  to 
}&j  nnequivocal  and  almost  exclusive  stress  at  the  time 
when  Bt.  Cyprian  wrote  his  treatise  on  Unity.  The  encroach- 
ments of  some  of  the  martyrs  and  confessors  on  the  office  of 
the  head  of  the  diocese  in  which  those  who  applied  to  them 
lived,  placed  that  office  in  jeopardy  in  the  early  part  of  his 
Qiiscopate ;  in  the  second,  the  legitimate  occupancy  of  the 
See  of  Rome  was  questioned  by  Novatus  and  Novatian.  The 
question  could  not  be  determined  by  any  reference  to  the 

*  *  D«  foate  uoo  rivi  pluriiai  defluoat . . .  onitM  Uxaaa  unr»tur  io  origim ' 
(De  VmiL  Eeet.  a.  v.). 

■  *  BpiMopAUU  anosi  epiMopomm  mullorDtn  oonoocdl  nttitiorotit4U  diffu« 

*  '  Qui«i|ui«  po«t  onuia  qui  lolaa  esce  dcbeftl  ftrClus  est.  non  jam  seoandua 
nU,  Hd  nuUu  «et  *  [Kp,  Ir.  B,  fi.  Ui.  fl). 
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rights  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome  when  once  elected;  it  waa  the 
k'gitimacy  of  his  election  which  was  ia  dispute.  This  Ht. 
Cyprian  dtcided  by  atiking  who  was  the  ackiiowleJged  bishop 
nlrcarly  in  posRession,  legitimately  elefltod,  and  in  communion 
with  the  whole  brothurh<x>d  of  the  legitimate  clergy  throughout 
the  world.  The  Church,  he  maintained,  cannot  be  likened  to 
tbe  kingdoms  of  Israel  and  Judah.'  He  exprfsely  repudiated 
thiu  state  uf  things  as  a  type  of  what  could  happen  in  the 
Church  of  Christ.  The  Church,  he  says,  in  eflfect,  as  he  sets 
aside  this  discord  under  the  Old  Covenant,  has  an  external 
risible  unity  of  her  bishops ;  not  bgcaiise  tht^y  themsdica  are 
risible^  but  Imeame  tlity  are  visiUy  uniinl.  ('  De  Unit.  Ecoles.* 
§  6).  He  recurs  to  this  contrast  between  the  Old  and  New 
covenants  in  his  letter  to  Magnus  (Ep.  bux.  B.  Ixjcvi.),  and 
maintains  that,  so  far  from  the  two  kingdoms  of  Israel  and 
Judah  being  in  any  typical  and  ccelesiaBtical  sense  like  the 
Christian  Churchy'  our  Lord's  words  about  the  Samaritans 
show  that  the  ten  tribes  were  not  members  of  one  kingdom 
in  the  sense  in  which  people  must  be  one  in  the  Christian 
Church.  '  The  Lord  ratifietli  us  in  His  Gospel,  that  those 
same  who  had  then  severed  themselves  from  the  tribes  of 
Judah  and  Jerusalem,  and,  baring  left  Jerusalem,  had  with- 
drawn to  Samaria,  should  l>e  reckoned  amongst  profane  and 
heathen  *  il^oc.  cit.  §  6). 

The  further  question,  as  to  the  instrument  and  guardian 
of  episcopal  unity,  did  not  at  this  period  of  his  life  call  for 
any  detailed  treatment  on  the  part  of  oar  saint.    This  question, 

'  '  When  thf-  twelve  tribwi  of  T«r«»l  were  tom  ajimi>l«r  the  prophet  Ahijah 
rent  his  ganuenU  But  beoKuee  Chriat's  people  oauiiut  bu  root,  Hia  coat,  voveo 
uid  oonjoined  tbronghoul,  waK  not  divided  bjr  Dumb  it  («U  to.  Inilivi<Itul.  cod* 
Joiued.  cOMitwJned,  It  ihowii  tliB  cohcrrnt  concord  ot  o«r  people  who  put  on 
Chrifil.  In  tlie  Mtcrament  *aA  am  of  His  gAnnoDt  He  has  decliin>d  the  intilf 
oe  His  Cbantb  '  {D*  UwiU  Eceltt.  §  C). 

<  For  the  oppoaile  uomtentioa  cf.  Tite  j'Hinifiuf  SainU  and  (Jm  St*  of  Ttonu, 
p.  237.  where  tho  writer  mAirtaina  «  thM)r7  of  aniljr  «iprMsl5  oondaunwd  b; 
Kt.  Cyprian.  The  Mktn*  po«it40o  was  maintainod  by  Dr.  Poaej.  u  wfasra  be 
Mija  (apoaking  ol  St.  Cyprian '«  wonla, '  an  tlin  khr  hiw  tnany  rays,'  Ae.) :  '  Tha 
OMiwM  hera  apokeo  of  t»,  ncoonling  to  Haitian  Catboliei,  faUlled  io  the 
orgaoisation  of  the  vihoU  Church  ;  vh«r«as,  accordins  (o  Aaglo-CaUioIicit.  it  i« 
falfillod  In  aaah  bUhoprio.  Moh  bisliop,  rit«nid  bjr  htrowU.  being  a  full  rvpnt- 
•oolatioo  and  nioomor  of  SI.  P«t«r  '  (Cyprian's  TV.  o»  Unit)/,  §  I,  note  (*). 
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hoireTer,  is  plainly  answered  in  his  writings.  For  the  whole 
Aotfaority  of  the  episcopate  ih  traeofi  to  Pot^r,  not,  indeed,  to 
the  exclusion  of  the  other  ApostleH.  but  aa  to  their  head,  their 
representAtive,  and  ttumniHry.  And  alluBione  to  the  Bee  of 
Peter  occur  precisely  on  those  occaBions  when  it  wonid  bo 
natural  for  the  topic  of  the  centre  or  source  of  unity  to  come 
into  incidental  notice.  When  the  five  BchiBmatics  Bailed  to 
Borne,  to  try  and  hoodwink  tlie  Po[>o  as  to  their  number  and 
importance,  St.  C>'prian  eipreeses  hie  security  that  they  will 
not  succeed,  for  they  are  poinR  to  the  very  see  which  ia  the 
«oaroe  of  episcopal  unity^'  the  chair  of  Peter  and  the 
Sovereign  Church,  whence  episcopal  unity  took  its  rise.'  And 
when  he  is  persuading  a  brother -bishop  that  Cornelius  is  the 
legitimate  oceupant  of  that  see,  and  lie  comes  to  the  point 
where  he  has  to  insist  on  the  fact  that  Cornelius  superseded 
DO  one  else,  but  that  the  boo  wa«  vticiint,  he  calls  the  aee  by  its 
Chrisliau  name, '  the  place  of  Peter-'  It  was  at  once  a  Chris- 
tian see  and  a  special  see,  '  the  place  of  Fabian,  thttt  is,  the 
place  of  Peter,  and  the  rank  of  the  sacerdotal  chair  was 
vacant.* '  The  See  of  Rome  was  thus  in  one  respect  the  same 
as  every  other  see,  t.<.,  in  respect  to  the  Sacmfmiitm  ;  it  was  a 
'  sacerdotal  chatr,'  but  it  was  also,  in  its  own  way,  '  the  place 
of  Peter.*  And  his  whole  attitude  towards  that  see  was  up 
to  this  time  one  of  peculiar  respect,  deference,  and  veneration, 
as  the  centre  of  the  Church's  visible  unity. 

I  shall  now  examine  his  teaching  on  appeals  to  Home. 

II.  A  fact  that  must  strike  us  at  once  is  that  St.  Cyprian 
denounced  in  no  measured  terms  a  certain  smuU  body  of 
schismatics  who  repaired  t^'j  Uome  in  the  hope  of  persuading 
SL  Cornelius,  the  Popo,  that  they  were  true  bishops.  But 
wliilst  tlic  fact  that  they  repaired  thither  showed  their  know- 
ledge  of  the  value  set  on  Rome's  favourable  judgiuent,  their 
idea  was  not  in  the  lea^t  that  of  an  appeal  in  the  regular 
aenie  of  that  term.    The  ciicmus^lunees  were  &h  follows. 

An  heretical  bihhop,  named  Privatua,  who  had  been  con- 
demned by  ninety  bishops,  had  come  to  Carthage  and  made 
one  Fortunatus  bishop  over  the  Novatianists  there.    He  had 


•  Ef.  It.  6,  B.  lii. 
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gathered  round  him  four  men  whom  St.  Cyprian  called '  at 
the  out84^t  '  desperate  and  abandoned.'  They  were  Felix, 
made  bishop  outside  the  Church,  aud  Jovinus  and  Maximus, 
who  had  bt<en  condemned  first  hy  nine  bishops,  and  then  had 
been  exeommanicatti'd  a  year  since  by  a  larger  council — by 
*Tery  many  of  as.'  These  wore  joined  by  one  named 
Bepotitus,  who  had  lapsed  into  idolatry  during  persecution. 
These  five  men  (says  St.  Cyprian),  joined  by  *  a  few  who  have 
either  sacriiiced  or  bavs  evil  consciences,  chose  Fortunatus 
to  be  their  pseudo-bishop.' 

It  war)  tlius  a  little  body  which  had  no  standing  in  the 
Church  and  no  right  of  appeal.  Sailing  to  Home  was  a  pieca 
of  impudence  which  our  Haiut  justly  denounced  as  sucli. 
These  '  desperate  and  abandoned '  fellows,  as  he  calls  them 
more  than  once,  informed  the  Pope  that  twenty-five  bishops 
were  present  at  the  ordination  of  Fortunatus.  They  had 
made  the  boast  in  Carthage  itself  that  as  many  as  twenty- 
five  Catholic  bishops  were  about  to  assist  from  Xumidia. 
'In  which  lie,'  says  St.  Cyprian,  '.when  they  wore  afterwards 
detected  and  put  to  shame  (five  only  who  had  made  ship- 
wreck of  the  faith  having  met  together,  and  these  excom- 
municated by  us),  they  then  sailed  to  Home  with  their 
merchandise  of  lies,  as  though  the  truth  could  not  sail  afu-r 
them  and  convict  their  faJae  tongues  by  proof  of  the  real 
fact.'  ^ 

Such  were  the  circumstances  under  which  St.  Cyprian 
very  naturally,  and  with  no  prejudice  to  the  general  pruiciple 
of  apiHials  to  Rome,  involved  the  decision  of  the  African 
bishops  that  causes  should  be  heard  in  Africa  itself.  These 
men  were  condemned  criminals,  condemned  for  moral  delin- 
quencies aud  heresy,  and  they  did  not  repair  to  Borne  to  re- 
open the  case  of  their  own  crimes,  but  to  persuude  Itomc  that 
they  had  at  their  back  an  imposing  array  of  bishops,  and  that 
Cyprian  was  dealing  unjustly  with  the  lapsed.'  They  said 
nothing  about  their  past  condemnation,  of  which  St.  Cyprian, 
therefore,  had  to  inform  the  Pope.  Their  cause  had  been 
lieard,  and  sentence  bad  been  passed  against  them.  Fortunatus 

•  Ep,  liz.  S  IS.  B.  It.  •  Ey.  Uz.  $  U. 

*  CI.  the  IaIUt  part  ol  tlie  letter. 
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faimeelf  was  only  a  pifvtlo-hhhop ;  he  was,  in  reality,  a 
])resbyter  under  Cyprian's  jurisdiction.  As  such  Ar-  hnd  no 
right  of  appall  straight  to  Rome,  if  indoed  at  all,  under  the 
peculiar  regulations  of  the  Afiican  province,'  Auyhow,  if  he 
wished  this  sentence  reversed,  hia  obvious  duty  was  first  to 
clear  himself  in  Africa,  and  then  at  least  to  observe  the 
proper  form  of  appeal.  hiatead  of  this,  '  having  had  a 
pseudo-bishop  ordained  for  them  by  heretics,  they  dare  to 
set  sail  and  to  carry  letters  from  schismatic  and  profane  per- 
sons to  the  chair  of  Peter  and  the  principal  Church,  whence 
the  unity  of  the  priesthood  has  taken  its  rise,  remembering 
not  thai  they  are  the  same  Romans  whose  faith  has  been 
commended  by  the  Apostle,  to  whom  faithleesness  can  have 
no  access.' 

On  one  only  plea,  according  to  St,  Cyprian,  could  such  a 
transgression  of  the  Church's  laws  be  even  imagined  by  any 
one  to  be  jnetifiable— i.«.  on  the  supposition  {abgurd  enough) 
that  the  authority  of  the  legitimate  African  bishops,  who  had 
tried  and  condemned  them,  was  insufficient  in/Jt»i'«t(/«um6cr» 
as  compared  with  theee  '  desperate  and  abandoned  *  men.  It 
was  this  on  which  they  had  laid  stress.  But  it  was  false. 
Tliey  had  been  twice  condemned,  on  the  last  occasion  by  a 
numerous  assembly  of  legitimate  bitthopa.  These  men  them- 
selves were  neither  legitimate  bishops  nor  numerous.  They 
were  desperate  and  abandoned  men,  and  few.*  Those  who 
judged  them  were  sufScientin  point  of  number  and  of  weight. 
•  For,'  as  St.  Cyprian  continues,*  '  if  the  number  of  those  who 
passed  sentence  on  them  last  year  *  is  reckoned  together  with 

'  Of.  Ati«.  Kp.  xltji.  (al.  clziL). 

*  '  Nixi  Ki  p«acis  dcHperalu  et  perilitis  minor  vi^cturcsM  BuetoritHj  episco- 
in  Africa cuQrttlutonim.'   'UnlMt  the  ftothorit^tif  the  regular  (tontlUu^ 

i)  biJiopG  in  AlricB  iiiiniiiii  lon  tban  [Ihfti  of]  a  lew  (1eap«r»tc  uicl  aban, 

'JDoed  men.'    Suoh  an  (!llip«e  ia  oomouia  with  Cjprian.     II.  however, '  pauois ' 

lie  taken  as  the  dattvo  govomed  bjr  ■  rirlntur,'  the  context  still  forces  uh  to 

ODlentand  '  minor'  aa  exprcMing  comparison  in  point  of  niimbr.r-  '  I^tti  thita 

theiti.'  But  the  Jmnnfl'M^  oootext  SBggeata  the  first  iransktion  aa  the  true  one, 

*  B.  W.  S  15.  The  Oxford  edilion  ia  doubtksi  comM^t  io  including  bbui  Bcn, 
lanes  fn  g  14.  It  ta  probahlj  from  not  readinR  on,  that  some  writera  have 
faaro  ted  into  ih«>  RiiKiake  of  enppoung  that  the  wint  U  oomparine  the  African 
hhhop  «iih  the  I'ope. 

*  The  aUiuiuo  is  prubabtjr  to  the  original  niuallcr  number,  vis.  nine. 
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the  presbyters  and  deacons,  more  were  then  pretent  at  the 
judgment  and  trial  than  Ihtsf  name  jut'n  who  arc  now  aeeu  to 
be  joined  with  Fortunutus.'  8t.  Cyprian,  in  his  reaauning 
here,  in  no  way  offoiida  a^aanat  the  general  principle  of 
appeals  to  Home  as  formulated  in  the  Vatican  det-rees.'  He 
is  dcialing  with  a  particular  case  in  which  the  appellmitu,  if 
auch  tliey  could  he  callt'd,  had  no  standing  in  the  Chumh 
and  no  ground  of  appeal. 

III.  On  tlie  other  hEUid,  in  dealing  with  the  case  of  an  here- 
tical bishop  in  Qaul,  St.  Cyprian  distinctly  acted  on  the  suppo- 
sition that  the  Pope  was  thu  proper  person  to  set  in  motion 
the  excommunication  of  the  leading  bishop  in  that  region. 

U  would  tHwra  that  St.  Stephen,  who  had  succeeded  to  the 
throne  of  Peter  after  the  martyrdom  of  Lucius,  had  been  slow 
to  use  bis  authority  to  the  extent  required,  as  St.  Cyprian 
thought,  in  a  case  that  waa  now  brought  before  biin. 
M&r<.:ian,  Bishop  of  Arleii,  had  withdrawn  from  the  communion 
of  the  Church  and  attached  himself  to  Xovatian.  He  boasted 
that  ho  had  not  been  excommunicated,  but  had  himself  with- 
drawn, and  no  now  bishop  had  l>e<;n  ap^Kjinttwl.  Application 
had  been  made  to  the  Pope  by  the  bishops  of  the  province, 
but,  for  reasons  which  we  cannot  tell,  he  had  not  as  yet  acted 
in  the  matter.  Accordingly,  Faustinus,  liishop  of  Lyons,  who 
belonged  to  the  same  province,''  had  on  his  own  account  com- 
municated  with  8t.  Cyprian,  whose  fiery  nature  was  calculated 
to  hasten  a  matter  over  which  Ht.  titephen  was  taking  his 
time.  We  often  think  the  physician  can  attend  to  us  and 
heal  us  more  quickly  than  is  perhaps  possible.  St.  Cyprian 
wrote  to  the  Pope  and  reminded  him  that  the  management  of 
such  a  matter  belonged  to  the  episcopate,'  and,  as  be  implies, 
the  requisite  aid   in   this  case  could  only  come  from   St. 

*  The  aatlior  ot  Tht  Vnmitivt  Saintt.  Ac.  ny»  :  '  It  U  Cor  UtlnmoDtkOM 
who  ptultiw  U>  TPDaimbt  St.  Cn^tuui  uid  Xha  Buljr  Cburofa  to  consider  wlietbci 
tIW7  an  prepared  to  Boccpl  bia  IvMibiag  or  not.'  UltrunniilaDca  oio  prvpuml 
to  uoept  SL  Cjpruui's  teuhinf;,  but  not  Mr.  Puller's  UaiiHlBtionB. 

*  *!□  mdtm  proTincU*  {Up.  Ixviii.  U.  Ixvii.)  u  to  b«  ntwni  to  FtiMtiaaii. 
Ljroiu  ftnd  Vimue  at  Hut  tium  wbtu  iucludtMl  ia  lb*  proviDCBOl  KMboune 
(of.  Aiiiinuu)u&  Muvell.  lib.  xv.). 

*  '  Coi  rei  tuHttrani  set  oonBUlen  el  subvenira.'  Fof  Mr.  Pallar**  tnistrMw- 
UMon  ot  tbeto  worda  m«  itt/ra,  p.  76. 
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Stephen  himself.  St.  Cyi>rian  urged  St.  Stepbeu  to  effect 
this.  He  therefore  urged  the  Popo  to  write  '  letters  of  plenary 
authority  [lit,  most  full  letlorti ']  by  means  of  ^vhich,  Kfarciuu 
Leing  excommunicated,  another  may  be  substituted  iu  hi» 
[4ace.'  He  pres&es  tht;  Pope  to  immediate  action  on  the 
ground  that  bishops  have  no  '  greater  or  bettor  office '  to  per- 
form '  than  by  diligent  fioUcitude  and  wbolcBomc  remedies  to 

h^vvide  for  cherishing  and  preserving  the  sheep.'  He  likens 
the  flock  at  Arks  to  sailors  who  need  auuthor  harbour,  owing 
to  the  unsafely  ol  tboirpreBenl  one— and  tliis  new  harbour  bo 
wishes  Bt.  Stephen  to  provide.  They  are  like  travellers  whoso 
inn  ia  beset  and  occupied  by  robbers,  and  who  seek  other  safer 

>uuit)  iu  Iheir  jonruey.  These  Bafer  inns  and  this  safer  harbour 
ought,  8t.  Cyprian  contends,  to  be  provided  by  St.  Stephen  by 
letters  of  excommunication — '  letters  by  which,  Marclan 
having  been  oxcommunLcatecl,  another  may  be  aubstituled 
iu  bis  place.'  It  was  not  advice  that  the  bishops  of  Gaul 
seeded  ;  St.  Cyi)rian  could  give  that.    That,  indeed,  was  all 

■  for  which  St.  Cyprian  himself  was  asked,  and  his  reply  waa 
his  argent  re<iuest  to  St.  Stephen  that  he  would,  not  advise, 
but  direct  letters  of  excommunication.  The  excommunication 
of  a  bishop  was  no  new  matter ;  but  as  the  martyrs  of  Yienue 
and  Lyons  had  called  to  the  Pope  to  aid  them,  so  now  the 
bishops  of  Gaul  had  appealed  to  the  Pope,  and  to  their  think- 
ing bad   been  left  too  long  without  the  requisite  aid.     St. 

rCyprian,  therefore,  remimls  St  Stephen  that  Marcian  waa 

trading  on  the  lack  of  a  formal  excommunication,  as  though 

•lie  had  not  been  ixeommuuieati^d  by  us.'    It  only  needed,  in 

>ypnan*a  judgment,  formal  letters  of  excommunication  to  bo 

raed  by  Stephen,  with  a  mandate  to  elect  a  bishop  in  his 

He  therefore  asks  him  to  comply  with  his  prayer,  and 

to  notify  with  whom  they  are  henceforth  to  coramuniciTate. 

St.  Cyprian,  indeed,  not  only  by  liis  request  to  the  Pope 
concerning  letters  of  excouiiiiunication  and  letters  of  com- 
munion, but  by  an  incidental  expression  also,  shows  what 

■  Or,  Dol  mmttly  » *  Papal  brief,'  but  aluo  a  full  exposition  ot  principles.  Cf. 
the  cODtnwi  b«twe«D  ■  par  LibeUiun  adiUo  '  and  '  pl«uaha  iotorpcUatio  '  ia  tlm 
Uv  of  Uoaontui  mad  Tlwvdouus  'do  NariooluiJB  per  Airioam,'  aiiduooil  by 
ConsUnt.  Up.  Horn.  Pont. 
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pysition  St.  Stephon  occupied  in  his  theory  of  Church  govern- 
ment. Marcian  was  to  be  formally  exeommunicated  becaoBe 
of  bis  Novatian  teaching.  'Lei  him  not  give,  but  receive 
sentence'  (^  4).  Accordingly,  St.  Cyprian  urgts  upon  St. 
Stephen  that  his  predecesBors  in  the  see  (*  our '  predeceaaore, 
he  calls  them,  m  full  is  he  of  the  i^erfect  unity  uf  the  Church) 
had  given  judgment  on  Novatian'a  tuat^hing.  Tlioy,  he  says — 
i,e.  Popes  Cornelius  and  Lucius,  whom  he  has  just  mentioned 
by  name — '  they,  full  of  the  Spirit  of  God  and  in  the  midst  of  ^ 
a  gloriouB  martjTdoin,  decided  that  communion  (/wj)  should 
be  granted  to  the  lapsed,  and  by  their  own  letters  they  aealed 
their  decision  that  the  fruit  of  communion  and  peace  was  not 
to  be  denied  them  when  penance  had  boen  done ;  which  we 
all  everywhere  altogether  judged.  For  there  could  not  be  a 
difference  of  thought  (diversua  eensas)  amongst  ue,  seeing 
that  there  was  one  Spirit  in  us'  (in  cpiibus  uuus  esset 
Spiritus).  1  do  not  Boe  how  one  could  better  eipress  the 
mutual  relations  between  the  Holy  See  and  the  rest  of  the 
Church,  and  the  common  charisma  of  infallibility  possessed  by 
the  Pope  and  the  Church,  than  in  these  golden  words.  What 
do  thoy  leach  ?  They  say  that  the  Popes  decided  the  question, 
full  of  the  Holy  Ghost ;  that  the  whole  Church  agreed,  and 
that  it  could  not  be  otherwise,  considering  they  were  under 
the  influence  uf  the  uame  Spirit  (cf.  p.  330). 

Accordingly,  St.  Cyprian  says  that  St.  Stephen  is  bound 
to  honour  the  judgments  of  his  predecessors  by  his  own 
'  weight  and  authority.*  •  Marcian,  therefore,  will  be  deposed, 
and  the  name  of  his  successor  notified  by  the  authority  of  the 
Pope.    Marcian's  name  disappeared  from  the  diptychs.' 

IV.  Once  more,  before  the  turn  in  his  life,  St.  Cyprian 
showed  bis  acceptance  of  the  principle  of  Papal  jurisdiction. 
I  say  the  principle,  for  he  objected  to  the  imrticular  exercise 
in  this  case.    Two  bishops  had  been  deposed  in  Spain  for 

*  ■  OonililuU.'     I  havA  for  this  word  adopted  the  Oxford  tTAnoUtion. 

*  Be  had  given  m  Imh  reason  why  Stephen  ahoold  eKCoiDmunicAte  MArci«o  : 
■  Srrvaiulua  est  .  .  .  Comclii  et  Lucit  honor  glorioni ;  illi  eniiu  denduo  mm 
U|MiB  pAoeui  oeMaunint' (£>.  Ixi.).  oa  wbiah  DailinRcr  renurlu :  'The  word 
Ikonor  freiitientl<r  occurs  in  the  writingii  of  Hi.  C/prian  with  the  meuung  at 
aucUmtat  or  fnUata*  '  (Hul.  of  Ch.  Period  I.  o»p.  0,  $  4). 

*  cr.  UabilloD,  Annal.  torn,  iii  jk  4S1. 
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having  taken  out  certiilcates  of  idolatry '  during  the  tat« 
penecation.  Their  names  were  Basilides  and  Martial.  More* 
ovtfr  two  bishops  had  been  appomkd  in  their  place,  Sabinue 
and  Felix.  BuHiluk'S,  and  probiilfly  Martial  ulso,  ajipealed 
to  Home,  Obviously  it  v&a  not  the  first  time  that  such  an 
}peal  had  been  made.  St.  Stephen,  as  8t.  Clement  before 
restored  tbem»  or  ordered  them  to  be  restored  to  com- 
mnnion,  whether  by  rcafion  of  the  irregularity  with  which 
^their  case  had  been  cnndnctod,  bishops  haWnf^  been  appoirittjd 
their  place  without  his  cognisance  (which  St.  C}^)rian'B  words 
in  Marcian's  case  [p.  71]  show  to  be  an  irregular  procoedijig),  or 
^vhcther  St.  Stephen  was  nimply  taken  in  by  Basilidos'  state- 
lent,  we  do  not  know,  as  the  necessary  evidence  is  not  forEli- 
coming.  But  several  bishops  of  the  region  appear  to  have 
acceptLHl  the  Pope's  ruling,  and  commuTiicnted  witli  HaeilidoB 
and  Martial ;  and  accordingly  Felix  and  Sabinus  looked  round 
about  for  help  in  the  shape  of  counsel  and  advice  as  to  what  they 
»"ere  to  do.  This  is  expressly  stated  by  (.'yprian.  To  him  they 
naturally  went  for  suoh  holp,  coiiaideriiig  the  prominont  part 
h«  bad  taken  in  the  matter  of  the  lapsed  during  persecution. 
St.  Cyprian  held  a  council  and  advised  their  people  to  cling  to 
them  a»  their  real  bishops.  The  probability  is,  as  liaxontus 
thought,  that  these  two  were  sent  to  Home  with  the  conciliar 
letter  to  help  towards  their  acceptance  by  the  Vops. 

The  imjwrtant  jwint,  however,  for  us  ia  the  way  in  whieh 
oar  saint  dealt  with  the  authority  of  the  Pope.  He  nowhere 
knie«  it  as  a  matter  of  principle,  but  he  seen  some  restric- 
iun  in  its  daini  to  obedience.  He  considered  that  the  Po[k: 
had  been  overreached,  and  says  that  although  tltere  was  some 
mit  in  thift  in  the  way  of  negligence,  the  real  sin  lay  at  the 
ir  of  the  bishop  who  had  deceived  the  Pope.'  He  is 
describing  the  aim  of  this  bishop — it  was  'to  be  replaced 
unjustly  in  his  episcopate  from  wliich  he  had  been  rightly 
deposed.' 

*  l^  eerti6«Bt«8  of  haring  saoriSe«d,  vhich  sired  them  from  civil  panish- 
t.  wtMtbcr  tb*7  hiij  kciuklly  Hcrificed  or  not. 

■  'Ro««o  pertiaet  ut  Builidia  noa  Uuu  &balita  Bint  qoam oamalBta  dcliotft, 
01  ftd  inipnTioni  pvoeata  vJQB  etlun  fftllaoiai  tt  circomventionU  oricieo 
r«udt'  [Sf.UruL]. 
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Not  a  vtord  has  St.  CyprtflJi  to  say  against  tbe  po&sibility 
of  a  bifibop  beiug  replaceil  iu  hia  bitihupric  by  tbe  Pope. 
Had  our  saiut  beltl  the  view  tbat  the  Pope  could  uot  restore 
a  bishop  who  had  been  deposed  by  his  Eurroundtus  colleagues, 
it  must  have  appeared.  But  uo,  the  power  of  Hi.  Stephen  ia 
not  for  a  momcut  questioued.  It  is  tbe  certainty  of  Basilides' 
crimt's  that  is  put  forward  a»  the  ground  for  t-ouaidering  the 
rcBtoration  n\ill  and  void.'  The  injustice  coDsistcd  in  the 
certainty  of  bis  crimes.  St.  Cyprian  writes  with  some 
emotion — indeed,  to  some  extent,  without  tbe  self-restraint 
wbieb  one  would  desire ;  but  he  docs  not  even  remotely  huit 
at  any  lack  of  authority  ou  the  part  of  the  Fopc.  He  says 
that  he  in  *  far  away  and  ujiaware  of  the  true  state  of  tbe 
ca»6 '  ( §  5),  not  that  he  is  assuming  a  power  which  be 
does  not  possess.  Instead  of  settling  the  matter  by  that 
obvious  rejoinder,  be  holds  a  council  and  decides  that  St. 
Stephen  has  lieeu  deceived  by  false  statements,  and  that 
Basilides,  so  far  from  deserving  reinstatement  in  hia  bishopric;, 
has  only  added  to  liis  crimes  by  tbe  falsehoods  be  has  told 
tbe  Pope.  For  the  positiuu  of  Basilides  is  really  one,  says 
St.  Cyprian,  which  bad  been  provided  for  by  Pope  Cornelius 
and  the  rest  of  tbe  bishops.  So  that  our  saint  is  avowedly 
acting  under  tbe  shelter  of  a  Papal  decision  with  which  the 
whole  Church  bad  agreed  (§  G). 

It  is  unfortunate  tbat  wu  have  no  sufficient  evidence  on 
which  to  form  a  judgment  as  to  tbe  whole  case.  We  hara' 
only  Cyprian's  side.  And  be  does  not  exhibit  a  very  judicial 
tune  of  mind,  so  far  as  the  scanty  record  goes.  There  is  no 
appearance  of  his  having  consulted  St.  Stephen  on  tbe  matter 
at  all,  which,  whatever  the  latter's  position,  would,  to  say  tbe 
least,  have  been  a  matter  of  courtesy.  We  do  not  know  on 
what  grounds  St.  Stephen  formed  bis  jud^^ment,  nor  what 
exactly  bis  judgment  was.  Bt.  Cyprian's  own  accoiuit  is  taken 
only  from  the  aggrieved  party.  And  if  St.  Stephen  could  be 
deceived,  so  could  Si.  Cyprian.  And  if,  as  the  IntWr  says, 
St.  BtephcD  was  too  far  off,  St.  Cyprian  was  further  off.    Tbe 

■  Coiiipara  the  «MI  of  Biiliop  GroeMtMt*.  wlio,  wliilat  owidud 
boand  to  filial  ubadlaoM  lo  Uu  Hoi;  FfttlMr,  felt  Uwt  ELi>  HoUneu  oooU 
b«  ftw&re  of  the  candiilkta  prapotad  by  Um. 
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mtercourse  between  Home  and  Spain  was  greater  than  that 
between  Spain  tuid  Carthagt' ;  and  Spain  was  more  closely 
connected  from  a  civil  ae  well  a^  eccleaiastical  point  of  viov/, 
with  Rome  than  with  Carthage.  And  why  did  Felix  and 
Habinas  go  to  Carthage  inntead  of  to  Rumtr,  whore  they  mi^ht 
hAve  disabused  the  Pope  of  his  prejudice,  if  such  it  vas. 
against  tlieii  case?  St  b>tephen's  character  waH,  accotdiug 
to  St.  \'iuceufc  of  I/eriuH,  that  of  a  'holy  and  prudunl'  uiun. 
Aooording  to  St.  Dionysius,  he  assisted  all  parts  of  Arabia 
and  Syria  by  hia  letters.'  We  have  a  right,  therefore,  to 
Btupend  our  judgment  as  to  his  neghgence,  on  the  priuc-tpio  of 
'audi  alteram  partem.'  What  wc  gather  for  certain  from  the 
lutter  of  Cyprian  in,  that  in  Hpite  of  some  vehemence,  he  did 
not  dispute  the  prini:iple  that  the  Pope  could,  where  just 
cause  euated.  restore  a  dei>osed  bishop  of  Spain.  The  editors 
of  Migne's  magnificent  collection  of  the  whole  literature  on 
the  subject  endorse  the  BUppoeition  of  Barotiius,  that  Felix 
and  Sabinus  went  with  the  letter  of  the  Carthaginian  synod 
to  Borne,  and  that  St.  Cyprian's  intent  was  to  move  St. 
Stephen  to  sanction  the  deposition  of  Basilideb  and  Martial- 
But  in  point  of  fact  our  materials  are  msuihcient  for  under- 
standing the  matter  fally,  and  we  do  uut  know  the  sequel. 
It  looks  as  if  it  would  nut  ho  difficult  fur  tho  Evil  One  to 
produoo  a  rupture  between  these  two  satuts,  one  of  whom  was 
foil  of  huly  vehemence,  and  the  other  of  holy  prudence. 
'  Cuming  eveutii  caiit  their  shadow  before.' 


Note. — It  la  astonishing  how  anyone  could  foil  to  ace  in  the 
aflj&ir  of  ^tlarcian  of  Arlos  an  emphatic  testimony  to  the  strictly 
Papal  method  of  goverumoDt  as  existing  in  the  Church  at  thiil 
time,  and  taken  for  granted  by  St.  Cyprian.  Eigiiilius,  whotm 
inaccuracy  in  regard  to  tlie  text  of  this  lottw  was  pointed  out  by 
Bftloze,'  has,  however,  been  greatly  followed  by  anti-Puiitil  writers. 
He  is  quoted  at  length  in  the  Oxford  edition  of  the  Fathers.'  but 
the  editor  (Dr.  Puscy)  felt  conipollod  to  add  in  a  note  that  Bigaltins 
*  aeema  anxious  to  luiderstAte  the  eminence  conceded  to  Rome.     A 

>  Rawb.  Ilh.  rii.  e-  2,  4. 

*  EpUtola  S.  St^hani.     S.  Cypr.  od  5.  Sttp^^num  (£)>.  i.  p.  1037.  note 

*  ToL  lU.  pt.  S.  p.  817  (1M4). 
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deforoncfl  docs  eecra  to  be  paid  to  hiin,  not  on  acconnt  of  bis  near- 
netjs  only :  Le  exercisesj  an  eiuiuonl  nutbority,  altbotigb  only  [51c] 
as  the  execuiive  of  tbe  rules  of  the  Universal  Church.' 

But  the  most  recent  &nti-Papal  writor  '■  contends  that  it  was  only 
for  the  sake  of  obtuiniug  St.  Blepben's  advM  for  these  bewildered 
bishops  of  Gaul  that  Bt.  Cyprian  wrote.  Our  saint,  however,  says 
nothing  about  ad^-ice.  lie  is,  indeed,  made  to  Bpetik  of  advice  by 
tbin  writer's  translation,  according  to  whom  the  wordfl,  *  It  is  ours 
to  adviae  and  come  in  aid '  aro  the  winivalent  of  tbo  Latin  '  cui  rei 
noetrum  eat  consulere  et  subveniro ' !  '  It  is  easy  after  such  a 
manipulation  of  tbe  text  to  make  out  that '  St.  Cyprian  presses  on 
Stephen  the  duty  of  writing  a  Utter  of  cownsel  and  help.'  Bui, 
even  if  this  writer's  incorrect  translation  of  the  above  words  could 
be  passed,  tbe  words  oould  not  be  considered  exhaustive  of  what  St. 
C}*prian  wished  from  the  Pope.  A  letter  of  counsel  and  help  is  not 
exactly  tbe  equivalent  of  '  lutters  to  the  province,'  whereby,  Ifarcian 
being  'excommunicated,  another  may  bo  subfltitutod  in  his  place." 
Yet  these  aiv  what  St,  Cyprian  asks  the  Pope  to  send.  And.  again, 
letters  to  '  signify  plainly  to  us  who  has  been  substituted  at  Aries 
in  the  room  of  Marcianus  [toe.  cit.  §  5],  that  we  may  know  to 
whom  we  should  direct  our  brethren  and  to  whom  we  should  write/ 
are  something  more  than  mete  ootmsei  and  advice.  They  imply  an 
'eminent  authority.* 

'  KcT.  F.  W.  Puller,  Primitime  Saints  and  tlu  Ste  of  Rome,  pp.  CS-4>5. 

*  Cf .  Fftociolati  on  the  word  ootmuIo,  '  Cum  dtUivo  8ignifi«at  habere  rfttiocem 
el  ooram  tlioujuii  i«i,  tuori.  providere,  prosplcere.'  ForoelUoi'i  edition,  bf  J. 
Buloy,  FJLS.  <I838). 


We  now  come  to  the  events  in  St.  Cyprian's  life  ■which  have 
dimmed  the  splendour  of  his  glory  and  led  some  to  invoke  him 
AS  the  pfttron  of  their  isolated  poBition.  If  from  hifi  throuuof 
glory  he  could  shed  a  bumiug  t«ar  of  sorrow,  it  would,  I  con* 
ceive,  be  over  the  false  views  of  history  that  can  select  an 
incident  tn  his  otherwiec  holy  life,  which  hiH  glorious  mar< 
trrdom  threw  into  the  shade,  and  indeed  washed  out,  and 
which  forms  no  proper  basis  of  a  theory  of  Church  government. 
The  Donatists  perpetually  quoted  Cyprian  to  St.  Augustine ; 
he  repHed,  not  by  denying  his  error,  bat  by  pointing  out  his 
determination  not  to  break  with  Rome.'  There  lue  those  in 
our  days  who  are  fond  of  quoting  his  quarrol  with  Borne 
(which  8t.  Augustine  calls  a  brotherly  altercation)  on  a  ques- 
tion which  he  considered  one  of  variable  discipline  only,  and 
treating  of  it  as  though  he  thought  it  a  matter  of  faith  and 
eeeential  discipline.  We  will  give  a  short  summary  of  this 
unhappy  episode  in  his  career. 

I.  It  was  apparently  his  conflict  with  the  Novatians  which 
led  St.  Cyprian  into  his  error  concerning  baptism  by  heretics. 
His  fundamental  tenet  was  the  sin  of  breaking  with  the 
Bociety  founded  ou  Peter.  It  was  a  sacred  principle,  but 
be  drew  a  conclusion  which  conflicted  with  the  Church's 
teaching.  Heretics  were  separate  from  this  one  society,  and 
therefore,  he  added,  they  could  not  baptise,  for  they  could  not 
give  tlie  Holy  Ghost  to  others,  being  themselves  bereft  of  Hjs 
grace.  He  did  not  realise  that  heretics  might  nevertheless 
carry  with  them  some  dthris  of  Catholic  troth,  and  above 
all  an  indehUo  '  character '  with  some  rights  and  privileges 
still  remaining.'    Their  baptism  was  indeed  '  vain  and  profit- 


•  a.  ep.  !U.  40. 


»  Cf.  Froppel'd  Snitt  Cyprim,  IStfO.  p.  Sil. 
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less,  having  a  semblance  bat  nothing  real  as  an  aid  to  holt- 
nets,^  aa  St.  AthanasiuB  said;'  but  although  it  was  shorn  of  its 
Banctifying  effects,  it  was  not  therefore  void  of  all  value  in  the 
Bupernatural  sphere.  But  Ht.  Cyprian  had  already  exhibited 
Rymptoms  of  pressing  his  theais,  that  outside  the  Church 
there  is  no  salvation,  to  an  oxcohb  of  rigour.  He  had  said  in 
his  treatisfi  on  the  Unity  of  the  Church,  speaking  of  schis- 
matics,  '  Their  waters  soil  instead  of  purifying,'  and  '  their 
illegitimate  birth  gives  children  to  the  de\'il,  not  to  God.'  His 
very  horror  of  heresy  and  schism  became  a  stumbhng- block 
to  him.  "We  cannot,  moreover,  but  feel  that  the  mfluence  of 
his  master  TertuiUan  was  not  without  its  eflfect.  Tertullian 
had  himself  broached  the  falBct  opinion  that  it  was  impossible 
to  receive  baptism  amongst  heretics;  and  Agrippinus,  one  of 
St.  Cyprian's  predecessors  in  the  see  of  Carthage,  had  begun 
to  rebaptise  those  who  had  received  baptism  only  at  the 
hands  of  those  in  schism.  Cyprian  followed  suit,  but  he 
met  with  oppowition  from  some  of  the  bishops  of  his  own 
province.  Tlie  position  which  St.  Cyprian  assumed  was  tliat 
those  who  had  received  baptism  from  horetics  ought  to  be  re- 
baptised,  hut  that  it  was  one  of  those  matters  of  discipline 
about  which  they  might  disagree,  without  forfeiting  each 
othei''8  communion. 

It  was  a  question  which  had  already  agitated  one  part  of 
the  Kasl.  Two  synods,  one  at  Iconium  and  the  other  at 
Synnada,  had  issued  decrees  in  favour  of  rebaptising,  and 
Firmilian,  Bishop  of  CsBsarea,  in  Cappadocia,  had  taken  a 
prominent  part  in  promoting  this  discipline.  He  had  even 
gone  to  the  length  of  rebaptising  some  who  had  received 
baptism  from  a  bishop  who  had  fallen  into  the  sin  of  idolatry 
under  persecution.  But  as  in  .\frica  so  in  the  East  the 
practice  was  novel,  and  if  we  take  the  East  as  a  whole,  Fir- 
milian had  few  followers.  Still  the  matter  wa«  now  asauraing 
serious  pro|)ortiou8,  as  the  Novatians  at  Borne  had  began  to 
reba{>tise  Catholics  when  they  induced  them  to  apostatise, 
and  the  influence  of  Cyprian's  name  was  a  seriouB  addition 

■  Ur.  PuUcr.  in  quoting  thin  puiia^  (Prim.  Saimlt.  p.  73)  neou  to  hftve 
miioodentood  its  meftnins.  St.  AltiRnasiiia  dow  not  denj-  tb«  Tftliditjr  of 
Iwptiun  bj  litretic*,  but  iU  MOOliryinB  •ffectt. 
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to  the  ennfusion.  He  wan  consulted  by  &ij;;hteen  bmliops  of 
Nnmidia  as  to  the  (irat-tice  of  rebaptising  whlcti  hi»  prede- 
cessor, Agrippinxis,  bad  introduced,  and  he  decided  in  favour 
of  the  practioc.  This  was  tlie  beginning  of  the  diaturbance 
in  AMca.  St.  Cyprian  alleged  vahons  reaaons  of  minor  con- 
Beqaence,  Buch  a»  the  iui possibility  of  the  water  being  bleRged 
by  priests  uut  of  communion  with  the  Cliurcb,  or  nf  the  oil 
used  in  baptism  being  consecrated  by  those  who  tieing  out- 
side the  Church  had  neither  altar  nor  church ;  but  his  main 
reasons  were  derived  from  the  ononesa  of  tlie  Cliurch,  the  un- 
worthineas  of  the  minister,  and  the  incapacity  of  the  fluhjei^t.' 

The  whole  of  St.  C\^rian's  reasoning  shows  the  truth  of 
St.  Augustine's  remark,  that  the  matter  had  not  yet  been 
thoroughly  sifted  and  elucidated. 

And  St.  Cyprian  maintained  his  point  with  such  logical 
acumen  and  eloquence  that  Bt.  Augustine  says  be  should 
probably  have  thought  the  sume,  seeing  that  the  matter  had 
not  then  I)€ten  dincuBsed  in  all  itfl  bearingH  in  n  plrnary 
council.  We  may  gather  from  what  8t.  Augustine  also  says 
that,  in  spite  of  this,  he  would  have  submitted  to  the  ruling 
of  the  Holy  See,  as  he  evidently  considers  St.  Cyprian  should 
have  done,  and  indeed  thinks  that  he  poseibly  did.' 

Bt.  Cyprian's  three  points,  on  which  he  insisted,  contained 
eaefaof  them  a  separate  misunderstanding.'  In  iusisting  that 
beeanee  there  is  but  one  Church  no  baptism  outf^ide  the 
Chorcb  could  be  valid,  he  did  not  realise  the  doctrine  first 
expounded  in  all  its  fulness  by  St.  Augnstine  concerning  the 
*BOul'  of  the  Church.  Ho  limited  the  Fupernaturat  action  of 
oar  Lord  to  the  confinea  of  the  visible  Church.*  Again,  in 
denying  that  a  heretic,  being  himself  without  the  grace  of 
God,  could  be  the  minister  of  that  grace  to  others,  he  was 

■  Fnppel'B  Saint  CifpfUn,  p.  8S9. 

'  *  ForUtwe  lactain  est '  [D*  Baft.  lib.  ii.  cap.  i). 

•  CI.  Frvppal.  tor.  eit.  p.  8S9  5^. 

*  AsBtsbiTp  Frrppel  mj«  :  *  Apn>cis«  distinciion  b«(wMn  the  vliiblo  Church 
MBBiibtap  ol  tbv  fftithful  und^r  lb«  govemin'.Tit  ot  Itigitimat*  pwtara)  and 

inriiAiIe  Church,  ionopd  ol  all  whom  divine  grace  has  BenetUird,  would 
ire  aafBeed  to  iminvc  all  didti-nltT.'  St.  Aii[;tistine<iniiwiTra  :  '  Ecolcvift  ijHippe 
inMpcrtieptiminTn  perit.BiTCKpnd  m.  ■tvf  cxtrn  t>»*  (fie  Tiapt-  e-  Ikm.  i.  14), 
-AndaffUo:' Aa  eklnonitaum  Eocleai^noaliabtt  »u&Cliri«tiut '  {Ittid.vi.^). 
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really  establishing,  what  he  repudiated  in  word,  the  depend- 
ence of  the  sacrament  on  the  dispositions  of  ita  minister. 
Ho  drew,  indeed,  a  distinction  betwoim  those  within  the  Church 
who  were  Ii\Hng  in  ain  and  those  without  the  Church  who  had 
no  sharu  at  all  in  divme  grace.  But  he  was  again  Beriously 
trenching  upon  the  full  teaching  concerning  the  visible 
Church,  and  endangering  the  very  idea  of  a  saeramont. 

And  in  laj-ing  Btress  on  the  impoagibiUty  of  men  who  were 
in  rebellion  against  God  receiving  a  eacramtnt  which  con- 
ferred divine  grace,  he  was  ignoring  thw  difference  between 
the  reception  of  a  sacrament  and  its  sanctifying  effects.    StJ 
Augustine  points  out  that  St.  Cyprian  ignored  the  character 
conferred  by  the  Huerftment  of  baptism  which  did  not,  indeed, 
involve  the  recipi«nt'g  sins  being  forgiven,  but  which  made 
the    reiteration   of    the   sacrament    impossible.     Its  effectti 
slumhered  till  the  baptised  person  made  his  subtaission  to  the 
Catholic  Church.     Infants  baptised  by  heretics  would,  on  St. 
Cv-prian's  teaching,  forfeit  heaven  ;   but  St.  Cyprian  could 
never  be  induced  to  enter  on  that  part  of  the  subject.     In 
fact  the  whole  subject  waa  one  which  had  not,  in  St.  Cyprian'al 
day,  formed  part  of  ihe  ordi:iary  teaching  of  the  Chnrc h,  and 
was  new  to  many.     There  was,  therefore,  room  for  question 
and  discussion.      At  Rome,  whither  heretics  always  found 
tlicir  way  only  to  be  extingiiiHhed  by  the  Apostolic  tradition,] 
which  it  was  the  special  province  of  Home  to  guard,  the' 
matter  had  been  dealt  with,  as  St,  Augustine  says,  in  accord- 
Anco  with  a  traditional  discipUno  received  from  the  Apostles 
themselves.     And  this  Apostolic   tradition  was  destined  to 
prevail,  but  not  without  a  struggle- 
There  wBrt  at  Rome  a  j>ontiff  who  was,  to  use  tlie  words  of 
St.  Vincent  of  Lerins,  '  a  man  holy  and  prudent."     Ho  had, 
perhaps,  already  shown  some  prudence  in  abstaining  from 
precipitate  action  in  the  case  of  Mareian  of  Arlen,  and  had 
evinc4;*d  a  repugnance  to  proceed  to  exti'ome  measures  in  the 
case  of  the  two  Spanish  bishops  who  appealed  to  Rome.    But 
his   zeal  for  the  faith  committed  to  his  charge  would  not 
permit  him  to  act  with  remissness  in  this  case.     St.  Stephen 
felt  himself  hound  to  resist  this  iimovatlon  on  the  immemorial 
practice  of  the  Church  with  the  most  determined  energy.     It 
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was  lesiBted  by  the  Episcopate  of  the  Church  &a  a  vhole,  but, 
says  St.  Vincent  of  Lerins, '  Pope  Stephen,  of  bleased  memory, 
vrho  at  that  time  was  prolate  of  tlio  Apostolic  See,  rosiEst^^d,  in 
conjunction  with  his  ooUea^oa,  yot  more  than  they,  thinking 
it  6t,  I  auppoiw',  that  be  should  surpaKs  all  others  in  the 
devotedne&s  of  his  faith  aa  much  as  he  excelled  them  by  the 
authority  of  hie  station.* 

This  'holy  and  prudent  *  rojie  saw  that  the  practice  of 
the  Church  on  this  matter  of  rebaptisiu{{  was  closely  con- 
nected with  the  faith,  and  he  had  alrmdy  threatened  to 
suspend  communion  with  Firmilian  and  his  sympathising 
bishops  until  such  time  aa  they  brought  their  practice  into 
accord  with  what  he  knew  to  be  Apostolic  discipline.'  St. 
Cyprian,  however,  persisted  in  viewing  the  matter  as  one  of 
pure  discipline,  and  not  involving  a  matter  of  faith,  although 
worth  maintaining  at  great  cost.  And  further,  as  we  have 
lid,  he  considered  all  along  that  the  practice  pursued  at 
^Itonie  involved  the  admission  that  J'orrfivnii'Hs  uj  sins  was 
conferred  by  the  baptism  of  heretics  in  the  same  way  oa  by 
baptism  in  the  visible  Church. 

n.  On  being  appealed  to  by  the  eighteen  Nniuidion  bishops 

for  a^Uicti  on  the  subject,  some  of  their  colleagues  being  op- 

iposed  to  the  practice,  St.  Cyprian  convoked  a  council  of  about 

'Uiirty  bishops,  and  they  decided  in  favour  of  rebaptiaing. 

About  the  same  time  he  was  applied  to  by  a  Bishop  of  Muu- 

iiaoia,  named  Qaintus,  on  the  same  subject,  to  whom  he 

)te  an  answer  which  has  been  preserved.    Ue  emphasises 

*  Thtir  utnal  eieommnnlcattoB  vu  arertcd  tbroagb  the  teprcMntations 
«nd  ADtNAtiea  of  8t.  DUMiysins  of  AIcsnnilriA.  Stephen  hud  wntten,  sKva 
btBS.  'u  Dvitbei  ftbout  to  commomcftte  with  them.'  Mr.  I'oller's  tnns- 
1,  *  Mkjing  ihat  h«  would  aot  oouiiiiuuieaUi  vrith  Uiaui  *  {I'rim.  SaintM,  p. 
vMeh  he  thioltB  icprescnLs  Si.  Stephen  w  hnvinf;  &lrca<l5  cOectM)  a 
IH).  goea  f>«5on(]  the  Hreek,  which  U  m  I  have  vritten  it—*  hw  had 
.  .  .  m*  Dot  aboul  to  «0Qunaiii«al«  vith  tb«ni  either.'  The  tirwk  in 
rimplx  in  the  falora.  Not  puaMwlog  the  Iett«n.  we  ooald  not  mj  whether 
Ifimbitu  U  tpeaking  or  a  tenicniia  ferenda  or  Uttn^aa  actual  or  conditloiuU 
yYHOmpfi|nijt»iinn_w*rft  it  not  fof  the  oontcxt,  which  show*  that  the  exoom. 
mimiration  warn  not  aotQalljr  cairied  loto  efTwt.  St.  Dionyaioii  arertod  it  bj 
hti  prmjen  ami  entrraltv*.  He  gained  hitt  iiameBftke  at  Rome  and  Philemon 
cr*«r  to  ht9  wa;  ol  thlnktDK-  They  hod  prcrioust;  Iboaght  with  Stephen  that 
Ibe  rvbaptiaen  DOgbt  to  be  azoonuiiDnioaled. 
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two  points — \-iz.  that  baptism  \e  one,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  repeated,  and  that  ancient  customs  are  cot  always  to  be 
followed,     Ou  the  first  point  he  adduces  ft  jjassage  from  Holy 
Scriptnre,  which  he  misquotes,  having,  we  may  presume,  an  in- 
correct copy.    He  relies  on  a  passage  in  Ecclesiasticna  (xxxiv. 
50),  which  be  gives  thus:  'He  that  is  washed  by  one  dead, 
what  availeth  his  washing  7 '     A  heretic  is  dead,  and  there- 
fore what  is  the  use  of  the  washing,  or  baptism,  administered 
by  him  ?    But  the  passage  really  runs :  'He  who  washes  him- 
self after  ha^nng  touched  a  dead  body,  if  he  touches  it  again, 
of  what  nse  is  his  nbhition  ?  '     In  dealing  with  the  question 
of  custom  he  expressed  himself  with  more  conciseness  tbaa 
caution,  so  that  his  words  have  been  (wrongly)  interpreted  aa 
a  de]>reciation  of  tradition.    He  says  that  we  '  must  not  frame 
a  prescription  on  custom,  but  prevail  by  reason' — words 
which,  without  pro|)er  explanation,  may  be  said  to  contain 
the  microbe  of  Rationalism.     But  elsewhere  he  says  that 
*  custom  without  trnth  is  only  ancient  error  * — which  is  ccr- 
tftin  ;  only  it  ie  equally  certain  that  such  a  custom  would  not' 
prevail  in  the  Church.    The  Bride  of  Chi'ist  is  incapable 
the  stain  of  adult^^ry,  as  he  himself  teaches  elsewhere;  yet 
she  would  be  unchaste  if  she  sanctioned  a  custom  contrary 
to  truth,  to  the  extent  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  she  bad  taken 
home  to  herself  this  custom.     She  had,  as  a  whole,  upheld  the 
validity  of  baptism  conferred  by  heretics.     One  of  the  bishopBj 
at  the  third  council  held  at  Carthage  on  this  subject  saic 
thot '  Jesus  Christ  said  '*  I  am  the  truth,"  not  "  1  am  custom,"  * 
which  is  true  enough  ;  but  it  is  also  true  that  He  said  to  the 
Apostles  in  sending  them  out  to  teach,  <  I  am  with  you  all 
days  to  the  end  of  the  world,"  and  consequently  no  custom  un 
so  important  a  matter  could  attain  to  prevail  in  the  Holy 
Catholic  and  Apostolic  Chnrch.'     St  Cyprian  did  not  really 
disagree  with  the  rest  of  the  Church  aa  to  the  value  of  tradi- 
tion, but  »s  to  the  fact  in  this  particuUr  case.     '  A  sound 
critic,'  says  Bishop  Freppel,  'should  pronounce  judgment  in 
nccor<lance  with  the  entire  trend  of  the  di8cussion,  not  aba9« 
a  word  which  has  escaped  in  liie  heat  of  argument.'    Both 

•  Ot.  Pi«pi»1'«rvi)rini.  p.  S37, 1S90:  and  Itohrbsehar.iZut.  d«  C£ffliM.  iU. 
pp.  8M-7.    P«rii.ieQ9. 
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St.  Cyprian  and  Pirmiliftn  maintained  that  the  contrary  tra- 
dition was  a  homan  one— one  *  that  had  crept  in  amon^^st 
uttmr.' '  This  was  Firrailian'a  rent  mistake.  Ho  donipd,  or 
was  unaTirare  of,  the  antiquity  and  tiniversality  of  the  tradition 
af^inst  rebaptisiug ;  in  other  words,  he  failed  to  sec  that  it 
had  the  two  great  marks  of  being  a  divioe  tradition^viz. 
antiqaity  aud  universality.' 

Having  insisted  on  the  duty  of  upholding  the  nnity  of  the 
Church,  of  yielding  in  nothing  to  the  enemicH  of  faith  and 
truth,  and  of  not  laying  down  the  Itiw  on  tho  growth  of 
cQfitom,  but  seeking  to  triumph  by  reason,  St.  Cyprian  appeals 
to  the  conduct  of  Peter  at  Antioch.  He  had  begun  his  letter 
hy  mentioning  that  *  some  of  their  colleagues  '  were  in  oppo- 
sition— those,  of  conrse,  who  had  It-d  to  the  Numidian  bishopB 
eonsnHing  him  on  the  question.  And  seeing  that  n,  Bccond 
council  was  considered  uet'essarj-,  these  African  bishops  who 
differed  from  their  Primate,  and  probably  thought  that  he  was 
setting  liiiusi'lf  up  aft  a  sort  of  bishop  of  biHliops,  must  have 
resisted  the  decree  of  the  first  council  in  the  previous  year. 
St.  Cyprian,  therefore,  in  a  letter  to  a  bishop  named  Quintus, 
deprecates  the  idea  that  he  is  forcing  liis  own  judgment  in 
pressing  concordant  action  on  these  African  colleagues,  and  at 
the  same  time  supplies  them  with  a  model  of  acquiescence  in 
the  suggestion  of  another.  He  adduces  the  osamptc  of  the  Pri- 
mat«  of  tho  Apostles.  Peter  himself  did  not,  on  the  ground  of 
his  Primacy,'  refuse  to  accept  a  better  mode  of  carrying  out 

'  Bp^  ad  Fompeiitm,  lixiv. 

•  Vnppcl,  Joe.  eit. 

*  St.  Cfprivi  <Ud  not  *  point  out  thut,  if  in  coiwec|ucnce  o(  thia  priority  '  fas 
iba  Mtlhor  of  Primitive  Sainh,  itc.  trtuiBlateA  primatum),  •  SL  Prt«r  tud  «x* 
pect«d  St.  P«ut  to  ohey  liim,  ht^  wuulil  hsvci  bvcu  guilty  ol  insolence  nnd  ftrro- 
BUiM  *  (Prim.  SatHU, -p.  KB).  He  a«siiiaed  th&t  8t.  Tetor  luid  m  primacy 
whidi  h«  might  have  prMwd,  but  did  not  out  of  humility.  St.  Augnatioe  |  D« 
Baft,  lib.  ii.  o,  1)  quotvB  this  p»u»gc  of  St.  Cyprian,  uid  Rpeaka  o(  '  the  A|M)stle 
Mitr,  in  wbom  the  primacy  otor  tlie  ApoBlLaa  is  pre^eminenl,  with  mch  snt* 
pairing  gnoe,*  being  *  eoircctcd  by  the  Isuir  Aj)oittlo  ?Anl.'  And  llien.  in  coni- 
puiDg  St.  Cyprian  with  St.  Pct«r  (as  having  erred,  bot  as  not  Uktsly  to  resent 
8t.  AogiMliae'i  ravision  of  liiit  judgtUDDt  on  baptium  by  hvratira).  he  expre&^u 
a  le«r  leal  ha  ahonld  be  reviliiiR  Peter  by  the  mere  oompan&oii.  He  Jtayn :  ■  For 
wfas  b  icnonot  that  priyu-ii^nlit)/  ovtr  Iha  Apoatles  la  to  b«  placed  abora  any 
tqritoopat*  7 '  But  if  *  there  is  a  lUstauoe  betweea  thfi  i^raoe  of  tlie  oliaira  '  (■'.«. 
if  tha  padtioa  ot  tlia  Prtiico  of  Ihu  AiiosIIm  ia  boyood  Ibut  of  any  bishop)  '  their 
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their  comrann  faith,  '  givirg  ns  thereby  a  pattern  of  concorc! 
and  patience,  that  we  should  not  pertinaciously  love  our  owti 
opinions,  hut  should  rather  account  as  our  own  any  true  and 
rightful  snggestionfl  of  our  hrothren  and  colleagues  for  the 
common  health  and  weal.'  He  then  quotes  from  i.  Cor.  xiv.  29, 
80,  as  containing  St.  Pa«ra  teaching  '  that  many  things  are 
revealed  to  individuals  for  the  better  ;  and  that  wo  ought  not 
each  to  Rtrive  purtinaciousty  for  what  he  has  once  imbit>ed  and 
held,  hut  if  anything  has  appeared  bettor  and  more  nsofiiS, 
willingly  to  embrace  it.  For  to  have  what  is  better  offered  to 
us  is  not  to  be  inHlructud,  but  to  be  defeated.'  Ho  then 
reminds  Ihcm,  through  Quintus,  that  be  is  himself  onlj 
following  the  jud^Tuent  of  one  of  his  predecessors,  Agrippinus, 
who  had  acted  after  '  common  counsel ;  '  '  whose  sentence, 
being  }x)th  religions,  and  legitimato.  and  sahitai^,  in  accordance 
with  the  Catholic  faith  and  Church,  we  also  liave  followed.' 

Thus,  earnestly  and  in  all  humiUty,  did  onr  saint  en- 
deavour to  bring  the  whole  array  of  bishops  in  hia  own 
province  into  conformity  on  this  practice,  which,  although 
not  in  his  estimation  a  matter  of  noccBsity,  yet  called  for 
harmonious  action.  But  he  treads  on  dangerous  ground 
when  he  speaks  of  his  discipline  in  tho  matter  as  a  develop* 
ment  or  improvement  on  previous  practice. 

HT.  But  ill  tho  following  year  8t.  Cyprian  found  it  nece«8ary 
to  call  a  second  council  at  Carthage,  to  consider  particularly, 
amongst  other  matters,  tltis  same  question.  For  the  African 
bishops  who  had  dissented  &om  his  ruling  were  not  so  oaaily 
brought  into  Uiie. 

This  second  and  larger  synod  decided  that  'those  who 
have  been  washed  without  tho  Church  and  have,  amongst 
heretics  and  schismatics,  been  taintM  by  the  drUU-ment  of  profane 
watrr,  when  they  come  to  us  and  to  the  Church  which  is  one, 
onglit  to  be  baptised  ; '  and,  moreover,  they  decided  thai  alt 
vho  had  once  left  tho  Church,  or  had  been  ordained  amongst 
tho  sects,  could  only  be  received  back  into  lay  communion. 

glaT7  *x  mart}*!*  ia  on«.'  NfliUtsr  SL  Anitaeluie'a  nor  St.  Cn>riu)'8  vords  bvi 
bf  iikltafactorily  explfttiiod  noopt  on  tba  mippfwiUon  that  tbtf  oodentood  St. 
Veier'*  reliittun  Ui  the  Apo«tl«8  lo  Im  one  wbioh  ooulJ  detoaod  oUdi«lu».  St. 
AoguttiDB  tbns  «x)i1auis  '  pruDftcj '  b/  '  pnnoipaiit;.* 
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Tliey  ought  not  *  to  retain  those  arms  of  ordiiiatiou  and 
honour  vberewith  they  rebelled  against  ob.  It  is  enough 
Uiat  to  Buch  on  their  rcturu  pardon  bo  granted.' 

Clobely  following  uiiun  tliis  council,  Hi,  Cyprian  wroto  a 
long  latter '  to  a  bishop  named  Jahaianus,  in  which  he  uses 
the  arguments  noticed  above  in  answer  to  a  letter  foi-warded 
by  this  bishop,  and  remits  lo  him  the  letter  of  Quintus  and 
tlio  decree  of  the  synod.  In  the  coarse  of  tliis  letter  be 
repudiates  the  argameut  drawn  from  the  fact  that  Nuvatian 
the  schismatic  Bishoj)  at  Borne,  had  taktii  to  rebaptisiug.  11  hi 
no  concern  of  ours,  says  Hi.  Cyprian,  what  he  may  do,  who, 
like  nil  .ipe.  claims  to  himself  the  authority  and  truth  of  the 
CathoUc  Church.  '  Wc  who  hold  to  the  bead  and  root  of  the 
one  Church  know  .  .  .  that  be  bath  no  hallowed  utlicc.'  The 
'  head  and  root '  was  the  Bishop  of  Borne,  who  traced  to  Pt-ter 
(cf.  p.  49),  or  perhaps,  more  strictly  speaking,  Peter  himself, 
whom  they  reached  throuijh  Slq>heii  and  tiol  througk  Nuratiati.' 

It  was  in  this  letter  also  that  St.  Cyprian,  in  defining  what 
the  Church  is,  where  it  is  to  be  found,  says  in  efftct  what 
St.  Ambrofle  said,  '  where  Peter  is,  there  is  the  Church.* 
Me  deals  with  the  question  ns  to  where  and  by  whom  reniis- 
eion  of  sins  can  be  given.  And  he  at  once  says,  that  '  to 
Fetor  first,  on  whom  He  built  the  Church,  and  from  whom 
,ile  appointed  and  showed  that  unity  should  spring  (§7, 
0x1  transl.),  was  this  power  given.'  And  then  ht-  quotes  the 
vords  spoken  to  Peter  and  the  Apostles  on  Easter-night.  So 
that,  according  to  St.  Cyprian,  unity  was  to  spring  from  Peter 
by  our  Lord's  iiiutitution,  and  the  power  of  remiltuig  sins  was 

'  iit.  Palter  {Primitive  SainU.  p.  H5)  hu  muttoiFa  llm  meaning  of  thii 
LfMWi^  Ibmagh  iiuagiaing  Uiat  >)t.  I'ypriuo  a  orguiog  nilh  Uio  NoraliaiiB- 

n«  U  argoing  wilh  Jub*i&Dus,  or  ruther  his  corrc^poDdent,  kboul  Novaliaii. 

*W«'  {i^  ;oo  and  I  and  othcn)  'lio1<l  to  "the  htMi  ud  root  of  thtt  otut 

Cbarcb"'  (j^.  tlic  l^gitituata  Diahoii  of  Itoiuv), '  and  ooDs«<ju«ut1j  we  know 
-  that "  nothing  is  lawful  "  to  Novstiaa,  bc'cauMu  Im  is  uut  u(  that  otiv  CLurob, 
l*«parat«  from  the  heai]  anil  root  of  the  one  Gfaurcb.'  Mr.  PaOur  alao  ai:^H 
'thai  Sw  Cyprian  could  not  moao  Bt«ph<:n  by  '  t!i«  hMd  ftud  root  of  the  one 
LCbttrBli.'  beoaose  '  BU  Orprian  waa  oppoaing  Btophen '  (p.  SiH).  Cut  Ibis  ia  on 
iBn—braalam.  Stephen  bul  not  jvl  appenred  on  tha  aevne.  Mo»over,  ereo  il 
\hm  bod,  St.  Cn>rian  woald  atill  hare  held  that  he  wu  th«  bnod  of  Ibc  Church. 
I«  vrooJd  have  added,  that  although  auch,  he  wai  ^>ng  btfyond  his  powani  in 

ianslint;  on  obedienM  in  Ibia  mattei.     Cf.  Appendix  1. 
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poesessedin  that  body  vhicli  had  originated  with  the  ApoBtoHc 
CoUege,  of  which  SI.  Foter  was  the  bead,  and  hiu  chair  thu 
origin  of  its  unity. 

It  fleoms  that  the  letter  which  Jiihaianis  had  forwarded 
laid  down  the  proposition  that  'All, wheresoever and/iuM-^oetw 
baptised  in  tho  name  of  Jcbus  ChriBt,  have  obtained  the  grace 
of  Chrint.'  Against  t]uB  projiotiition  St.  Cyprian  urges  bis 
Btrongeet  argumentK,  and  with  Home  reason. 

He  concludes  this  forcible  and  oioquent  letter  with  a 
disclaimer  which  m  the  real  key  to  all  that  followed.  He 
refuses  to  conBider  hia  practice  in  any  other  light  than  oe 
a  matter  of  discipline^  which  he  had  no  intention  of  erecting 
into  a  general  rule.  He  refu»eti  to  judge  ulhcrn  in  this 
matter.  Each  bishop  is  to  do  what  he  thinks  right,  having 
the  *  free  exercise  of  his  judgment.'  <§  22.)  This  was  the 
burden  of  his  teaching  ou  this  subject,  that  it  was  a  matter  in 
which  each  biuhup  was  free  to  ailminiBter  his  uwu  diuceiie  uti 
he  thought  fit.  There  seems  little  doubt  but  that  St.  Cypnau 
knew  that  a  diiTcront  practice  prevailed  at  Rome.  But  be  did 
not  place  this  matter  ou  a  level  with  the  treatment  of  the 
lapeed ;  there  the  dogmatic  faith  seemed  to  be  more  nearly 
concernefl,  and  on  that  point  it  seemed  to  him  necessary  that 
the  practice  of  all  the  Churches  should  be  one  (cf.  p,  62). 
Accordingly  he  submitted  his  judgment  on  that  question  to 
the  Roman  clergy. 

The  weak  point  in  Ht.  Cyprian's  attitude  was  that,  whilst 
he  Again  and  again  declared  that  every  African  bishop  should 
be  free  to  act  as  he  thought  best,  he  yet  supported  his  own 
practice  by  considerations  of  great  dogmatic  im{x>rtance.  He 
Bays,  '  We  ought  to  keep  firmly  the  truth  and  faith  of  the 
Catholic  Church  ;  *  and  yet  he  is  for  Iciiviug  each  bi'shop  free 
to  do  as  he  thinks  best.  If  it  was  pai't  of  the  Church's  faith, 
how  could  he  leave  it  open '?  If  it  was  not  part  of  the  Church's 
foitb,  waa  he  not  too  vehement  and  somewhat  overbearing? 
Bat  OS  St.  Augustine  says,  in  regard  to  the  whole  matter,  on 
which  he  m  profoundly  disagreed  with  St,  Cj-priiui,  '  We  are 
men.'  There  are  inconsistencies  from  which  saints  are  not 
wholly  free. 

IV.  The  matter  havuig  gone  thus  far,  St.  Cyprian  turned  to 
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Borne.  He  bad  done  the  same  before.  Eveu  when  the  see 
was  vacant  he  had  wriltt-n  to  the  clergj-  who  admmietered 
the  oSairs  of  the  Charch  there  in  tlie  following  words ; '  '  I 
Lave  thought  it  necessary  to  write  thlti  letter  to  you  wherein 
an  account  might  be  given  you  of  uty  acts,  discipline,  and 
dihgence.'  Again,  '  Nor  in  this  did  I  luy  down  n  law,*  or 
rashly  make  myself  its  author.  But ...  I  thought  it 
ri^t  to  abide  by  what  was  your  opinion  aluo,  lesi  our  conduct 
in  the  miiiifitry,  which  ought  to  Ije  united  and  to  ti^ee  in  a]] 
thingB,  should  in  any  respect  differ.' 

Accordingly  he  now  sends  his  report  of  the  two  synods,  to- 
gether with  bis  letters  to  Quintus  and  Jubaianus,  to  the  Pope. 
The  matter,  he  says,  concerned  their  *  common  honour,*  i.e. 
the  dignity  of  the  priesthood  and  the  privileges  of  the 
Christian  name,^  and  accordingly  it  wae  especially  needful 
that  they  should  'confer'  with  St.  Stephen's  '  wtij^lit  itnd 
vritidom '  (vel  maxime  tibi  scribendum  et  cum  tua  gravitate 
et  sapiontia  confercndum).  St.  Cyprian  and  the  bishoiw  of 
the  synod  end  with  carefully  defining  their  attitude  towards 
their  Ahrican  colleagues,  whose  contrary  practice  had  led  to 
the  qncetion  of  the  Numidian  bishops  and  to  the  whole  dis- 
cussion. They  say  that  they  know  that  these  'certain  bishops 
&re  unwilling  to  lay  aside  what  they  have  once  adopted  (or 
imbibed),  nor  will  they  readily  change  their  practice,  but  will 
to  retain  certain  ways  of  their  own  which  have  once  come  into 
tiae  among  them,  keeping  the  bond  of  peace  and  concord  with 
their  colleagues.  In  tchich  matkj-  we  put  no  force  on  anyone, 
nor  do  we  lay  down  the  law  *  (cf.  Ep.  xx.),  since  every  prelate 
has  the  free  une  of  his  own  will  in  the  administration  of  his 
Church,'  i.r.  in  this  matter.  We  must  emphaaise  the  words 
'  in  which  matter,' '  to  save  St.  Cyprian  from  the  grossest  in- 
consistency as  compared  with  his  conduct  in  other  matters. 

Suth,  then,  was  the  state  of  things  when  St.  Cyprian  carried 


t  ^  xt.  fi.  sir.  '  '  Keo  to  hoo  legem  dedl.' 

•  Tlui  iliiB  i<i  th*  mMuiiiiK  of  the  oiprcssion  'pro  comniuni  honoro  '  [§  3) 
RMBu  qoile  c«rtAin,  from  Hio  am  of  Uiq  word  '  boiiorea  '  in  $  8,  und  from  Ui« 
'  hoootEmiu  '  in  Uia  UDMoce  innncliAtely  preo&diog.  It  Ih  trai»lal«d  '  hj 
MMoa  of  mQtnal  raspect '  In  Prim.  SainU,  p.  71.  in  diawfiwd  ol  the  ooDtoit. 

•  •  Km  I«gem  iI«ii«ib.'  •  £p.  IxiJi.  J  8. 
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the  matter  to  Rome,  *  assured '  (so  he  saya  to  St.  Rtephen) '  that 
you,  in  virtue  of  the  truth  of  your  religiou  aud  liiith  [will] 
approve  of  things  that  arc  equally  religious  und  true.' ' 

The  point,  then,  on  which  St.  Cj-prian  considered  that  St. 
Stephen  ought  to  be  consulted  (cotiferendum)  was  one  on 
which  the  Airicau  bishops  refused  to  judge  others  or  to  U9e 
luiy  force  save  that  of  persuasion,  to  hring  them  inio  line. 
It  was  not  a  matter  of  faith,  and  therefore  it  was  one  on  which 
each  bishop  could  use  bis  own  judgment  iu  the  administration 
of  bis  diocese.  There  were  biehops  iu  Africa  who  did  use 
their  own  judgment,  and  who  refused  to  conform  to  what  they 
considered  a  novelty.  St.  Cyprian  accordingly  used  every 
effort  short  of  force  to  persuade  them  that  they  were  going  as 
close  to  betraying  the  faith  as  it  was  possible  to  do  without 
actually  forfeiting  the  communion  of  their  colleagnea.  These 
re&actory  bishops,  as  he  deemed  them,  pleaded  ancient  custom 
on  their  side ;  and  St.  Cyprian  replied  that  bis  custom  was 
not  new — it  was,  in  fact,  about  twenty  years  old  in  Africa — 
and  that  the  discipline  which  he  advocated  corresponded  to 
the  '  better  things  revealed,'  of  which  the  Apostle  Paul  hod 
spoken  as  possible  in  the  Church.  As  for  those  who  had 
hved  and  died  in  the  past  haWng  been  bajtlised  by  heretics, 
and  not  rebaptised  on  their  reconciliation  to  the  Church,  they 
must  be  left  to  the  mercy  of  God.  Ab  for  the  succession  of 
the  epificopato  from  the  Apostles — lost  according  to  this  theory 
— St.  Cyprian  did  not  enter  upon  that  question.  In  fact,  as 
St.  Augustine  aays  more  than  once^  the  question  was  atk% 
which  had  not  been  thoroughly  Hifted  and  elucidated. 

V.  One  more  council,  and  tluit  a  still  larger  aud  more  im- 
portant one,  was  now  held  at  Carthage.  The  exact  occasion 
of  this  council  is  a  question  of  great  difficulty.  It  is  often 
thought  to  have  been  occasioned  by  the  reception  of  St. 

'  I  haift  giveo  IheM  worib  In  tail  betmuM  (qail«  onHCoaiiUbl;,  u  it  M«nu 
lo  mt)  lh«7  hare  been  adduced  ta  a  proof  that  SL  Cj^rian  could  not  ban 
beliered  *  tbe  Po|)«  to  b«  th«  infalUble  moDaroh  of  the  Clmrcb '  (PrumitM 
Saint*,  pp.  75,  76).  Surelf  to  aaj  that  if  jou  bc]i«vc  n  thing  to  be  trao  70a 
belifrvn  It  vlll  ho  iiaiietlonni  bjr  luithoritjr  ia  not  sairing  tbat  tbat  aDtlioHt;  la 
lallibte.  If  anjrtbing,  yoot  woi^  voold  abow  tbe  ooatrarf.  Aa  a  matter  of 
lad,  aa  will  be  abown  lat«t  on,  Uw  qnealioD  ol  iafalUbilitj,  u  dofined  bj  the 
VatkAd  deorew,  doea  not  ooraa  onder  dUansaion  in  tlila  vliolc  nattv. 
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Stephen's  answer  to  the  African  liishops.  But  there  is  this 
(as  it  seems  to  mo  insuperable)  difficulty  in  the  way  of  con- 
Eidering  it  to  be  on  answer  to  Bt.  Stephen's  letter,  viz.  that 
the  letter  is  not  ouce  montioDcd.  No  parallel,  1  supiiose,  can 
be  adduced  to  this  save  the  refusal  of  Diostorus  at  the  Kobber 
Comicil  of  EphesuB  to  read  the  Tome  of  St.  Leo.  But 
vho  would  institute  a  parallel  between  our  saint  and  that 
miserable  archbishop  ?  Bishop  Freppel  tbinlts  that  it  was  a 
supreme  act  of  homage  to  the  Holy  See  that  preveuted  St. 
Cyprian  from  discussing  St.  Stepheu's  letter  in  synod,  when 
he  disagreed  with  it.  Tliis  seems  to  mo  highly  improbable. 
St.  G^'pri.in's  holy  passion  for  unity  might  arrest  his  veho- 

I  meut  opposition  to  the  decision  of  St.  Stephen  at  any  momont ; 

id  he  might  feel  that  he  who  had  spoken  of  the  See  of  Bome 

the  chair  of  Petor,  and  the  principal   Church,  whence 

^episcopal  unity  took  its  rise,'  could  not  be  the  man  to  diBsi'ct 
and  depreciate  a  decision  of  the  successor  of  Peter  in  open 
lynod,  however  he  might  tear  it  to  pieces  in  writing  to  an 

^individual  like  Pom^ieiiis.'  But  there  are  reasons  why  he 
could  not  have  yet  received  that  letter. 

For  the  difficulty  is  that,  not  only  is  there  no  tmuition  of 
the  letter  of  St.  Stephen— the  letters  of  Jubaianus  to  C-'ypriau, 
aud  of  Cyprian  to  Jubaianus  alone  are  said  to  have  been  read. 
and  the  letter  of  St.  Cyprian  to  St.  Stephen '—  but  the  answers 
of  the  bishops  and  the  words  of  St.  Cyprian  are  not  in  the 
least  what  we  should  have  expected  had  they  met  under  the 
*  irritation  '  which  St.  Augustine  attributes  to  Cyprian  on  the 
receipt  of  St.  Stephen's  letter.  They  speak  of  some '  amongst 
n&  *  upholding  heretics  and  opix>6iiig  Christians.      And  the 

^vhole  record  exactly  fits  in  with  the  Hupiiositiou  that  the  oppo* 
siliou  of  bome  African  bishops  had  become  so  serious  as  to 
call  for  a  freKh  council  on  their  account  alone. 

Add  to  this,  that  St.  Augustine  nowhere  supposes  that 
lese  bisho{)s  iu  the  tliird  council  are  answering  St.  Stephen, 
and  in  places  where  mauy  writers  have  seen  an  allusion  to 
Uje  Puiw.  he  discerns  none.  He  rofutos  every  remark  they 
make,  and  shows  the  fallacies  in  St.  Cyprian's  reasoning  point 

*  C(.  J£p.  aJ  Pompeiunt, 

*  C(.  affdh  o(  Bieltop  CteBoeaa  of  CUta.   Miuid,  t.  i.  p.  954 ;  alao  SL 
i'«  qiefiob,  in/ra,  p.  01,  liuei  2C,.  27.  'i'i. 
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by  poiut,  but  be  nowhere  imdcrsiauds  tlint  our  saint's  re- 
EoarkB  are  aimed  at  the  Pope.  What  things  St.  Cyprian  did 
'  pour  ont  in  irritation '  against  St  Stephen  in  his  letter  to 
PompeiuB,  he  does  not  'rthandle'  Iretmctarc  nolo),  both 
beamHe  they  lay  on  the  dangerous  border-land  of  harmful 
dissenEion,'  and  because  Ihcy  were  the  same  in  substance  as 
the  points  he  bad  already  discussed.'  The  effusions  of 
Cyprian  undor  irritation  wure  evidently  confined,  according  to 
St.  Augustine,  to  his  letter  to  Pompetue.' 

Once  more,  had  the  council  been  denlinR  with  St.  Stephen's 
letter,  the  bishopa  must  have  mt*t  the  salient  point  of  that  letter 
more  directly  and  more  frequently.  The  point  of  St.  Stephen's 
ruling  was,  as  we  shall  see,  connected  with  traditional  cnstom; 
but  only  two  of  the  bishops  iu  the  c-oimcLl  deal  with  this  poin 
at  all,  and  they  only  repeat  words  which  had  been  uttered  by 
Rt.  Cyprian  in  his  answer  to  the  writer  mentioned  by  Jubai- 
anuB,  and  that  answer  was  avowedly  'WTitten  before  St. 
Stephen's  letter  reached  Africa. 

Tlie  only  8uptK)sition  on  which  it  can  lie  maintained  that 
ibis  council  was  held  after  the  reception  of  the  papal  decision 
and  by  reason  of  it,  would  be  that  St.  Cyprian  read  it  and 
allowed  it  to  none  of  the  bishops,*  and  then  cAltod  a  council  in 
which  alTSohite  silence  waK  kept  as  to  its  existonce ;  or  that  -iJl 
these  bisbopB  bad  seen  it,  but  all  agreed  not  to  mention  it, 
but  to  deal  instead  with  the  anonymous  coiTCsiKindenl  whose 
letter  Jubaianus  had  forwarded  to  Cyprian.  They  must  have 
decided  to  ignore  the  main  contention  of  St.  Stephen's  letter, 
and  simply  a-ssert  their  determination  to  adhere  to  their  own 
judgments,  without  saying  one  word  as  to  the  poeition  in 
which  they  found  tliemselves,  of  separation  from  *  the  chair 
of  Peter,  the  principal  Chmrch,  whence  episcopal  unity  took 
its  rise,'  and  fi-om  those  Romans  'to  whom.'  according  to 
St.  Cyprian,  '  faithlessness  could  have  no  acceas.*  But 
wltat  council  ever  met  to  discuss  a  proposal  or  decision  from 
another  part  of  the  Church,  without  dealing  directly  with  the 
terms  of  the  decision  iu  question? 

'  *  Perjoalua  pemioiosc  diuanaiouia  babufenuit  *  (th  Bajrf.  r.  89). 

*  ■  Eadcm  qnippa  ipM  dieuntnr,  qon  jam  Mtii  diwiaiu  lant.' 
■  CompAra  Df  Bopt.  ▼.  2&  with  r.  33. 

*  Pompaliu  Mkea  (or  n  coi>j  of  it ;  but  he  van  ilMont  Uom  Uic  oouaciL 
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AH,  on  the  coutrarj,  is  perfectly  clear  on  the  BUppoeition 
that  the  diseentieni  Arrican  biohops  had  bhown  their  hands 
Bufhcicntly  to  make  it  endent  that  they  meant  to  adhere  to 
the  known  custom  of  Borne,  even  without  having  receivod  acy 
deiiiiitive  Bentence  in  their  favour,  and  that  this  vaB  thu 
caoBeof  the  synod.  St,  Cyprian,  probably,  in  hia  enthusiasm, 
and  the  conviction  that  he  naa  right,  counted,  as  indeed  be 
says,'  on  JRomo  taking  the  same  ground  as  he  and  the  greater 
part  of  his  colleagues  in  A&ica  had  aflsnmed,  nz.  that  all 
fifaould  b«  left  to  go  on  with  their  old  cuBtouiH  ;  and  thus  he 
would  be  left  fioe  to  bring  the  dissentients  iu  Africa  into  har- 
mony with  his  own  practice.  He  may  have  thought  that 
Kome  Kould  even  adopt  the  *  better  way  *  which  had  been  re- 
vealed, as  he  deposed,  to  himself  and  others.  But,  anyhow, 
he  must  have  counted  upon  thu  question  being  left  sufficiently 
open  to  leave  him  free  to  do  his  best  to  produce  uniformity' 
in  bis  own  province.  We  cannot  suppose  that  lie  was  de- 
liberately breaking  the  peace  of  the  Church  on  a  matter  which 
he  admitted  to  l>e  amongst  those  on  wliiuh  a  dilTorout  line  of 
action  could  be  permitted.  St.  Augustine  does,  indeed,  acctiss 
him  of  nn  intentionally  producing  a  rupture ;  but  tliat  is  quite 
a  different  matter.* 

The  Cuoncil,  then,  opened  with  reading  the  correspondence 
between  Jubaianus  and  Cyprian,  and  the  letter  which  the 
latter  had  written  to  St.  Stephen  in  the  name  of  his  colleagues. 
St.  Cyprian  then  made  the  opening  speech,  saying  that  they 
had  met  to  discuss  the  question  raised  in  the  correspondence 
botween  himself  and  Jubaianus,  which,  we  must  remember, 
included  a  letter  written  to  the  latter,  arraigning  the  policy  of 
Cyprian.  He  says  further  that  each  bishop  is  to  say  what  he 
thinks,  judging  no  one,  nor  removing  anyone  from  the  right 
of  communion,  if  he  holds  adifierent  opinion.^ 

It  is  dilEcuIt  not  to  feel  that  St.  Cyprian  might  very 
naturally  be  accused  of  unduly  pressing  the  whole  matter,  and 
of  using  his  great  position  for  the  purpose.  His  position  in 
the  Latin  world  was  second  only  to  that  of  the  Bishop  of 
Borne.  Bat  his  was  not  an  apostohc,  much  less  the  Apoi^l-olic 
Bee.    He  could  appeal  to  no  divine  institution  in  regard  to  his 

•  Sp.  IxxU.  S.  '  Da  Bapl,  r.  35.  *  Muui.  1. 1.  p.  963. 
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Bee.  His  relationsbip  to  his  bifiliops  waenot  that  of  the  Bishop 
of  Rome  towards  the  episcopate.  To  assume  such  a  relation- 
ship on  the  part  of  aiiy  one  bishop  to  any  other  in  those  parts 
woiild  ha  the  assumption  of  ft  self- constituted  relationship. 
Ihvy  had  iio  right  to  such  a  position,  hi  issuing  an  edict, 
therefore,  they  wished  to  be  careful  not  to  act  as  Tertullian, 
fit.  Cyprian's  master,  had,  in  liis  fallen  days,  accused  Zephy- 
rinufi,  the  Pope,  of  doing,  viz.  '  1  hear  that  on  edict  bas  been 
issued,  and  a  peremptory  one  indeed,  to  wit,  the  Chief  Pontiff, 
that  is  the  bishop  of  bishops,  proclaims,  "  I  remit  to  those  who 
have  done  penance  the  crimes,"  Ac.  ;  this  is  read  in  the 
Church,  and  opculy  announced  in  the  Church.*  ('  Po  Pudic' 
c.  i.)' 

They  were  not,  says  St.  Cyprian,  in  Africa  about  to  issuaj 
a  general  edict  which  would  control  the  action  of  every  other  | 
bishop.  Although  Cyprian  was  tbeu:  Primate,  he  was  not 
Pontifcx  Maximus  of  the  Christian  religion,  and  be  did  not 
mean  to  act  as  if  he  were.  '  For  no  one  of  us  coustitutes 
himself  bishop  of  bishops,  or  drives  his  own  colleagues  to  the 
accepting  of  obetlience  by  the  terrorising  of  a  tjTant,  since  it  is 
open  to  every  bishop  to  form  his  own  judgment,  in  the  freai 
use  of  his  lilerty  and  power,  and  he  can  no  more  be  judged  by 
another  than  he  can  judge  another.  But  lot  us  one  and  all 
look  tor  the  judgment  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  who  alone  has 
the  power  by  Himself  both  of  setting  us  over  (others)  in  the 
government  of  bis  Church,  and  of  judging  concerning  our  act." 
St.  Cj-prian  could  not  mean  to  say  that  a  Marcian  of  Aries 
could  not  be  judged  by  any  bishop,  nor  a  Privatus  (cf.  p.  (J7) 
be  deposed  from  his  see.  He  conld  not  mean  to  put  himself 
^t*  variance  with  the  whole  practice  of  the  Church  in  his 
o'ft-n  and  after  timeg,  Wliathe  disavowed  was  obviously  either 
the  exercise  of  authority  on  a  matter  which  he  considered  to 
bo  merely  one  of  variable  discipline,  or  the  use  of  his  primacy 
in  a  tyrannical  way.  His  words  contain  no  judgment  as  to 
whether   anyone  had  been  di^-inely  constitated  bishop  of 


*  Wliitit  thers  Ii  an  obrlmii  tettrene*  to  TertalUui'i  words,  then  ii  no 
Beeeuuj  nferuieo  to  St.  Btepben.  We  o(t«D  uy  '  I  will  not  Mt  the  Pope* 
withoQl  ai«iu)iD9  to  dcnjr  Uwl  tl)«n  is  MDeont  who  u  entitled  to  Mt  ka  P(^ 
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bisbopE).  They  merely  remind  tlie  African  bishops  that  no 
one  of  themselves  held  sucli  a  relationship. 

'  What,"  Bays  St.  Augustine, '  can  be  more  mild  ?  What 
more  bumble  ?  '  And  he  elsewhere  inmsts  upon  it  that  Bt. 
Cyprian  meant  what  ho  said,  and  did  not  use  these  words  of 
meekness  merely  to  cajole  '  the  bishops  into  speaking  out  thoir 
minds,  with  the  view  of  afterwai'ds  bearing  hardly  upon 
them.  No,  the  purpoBO  of  his  speech  was  honestly  to  en- 
courage them  to  say  what  they  really  thought,  in  spite  of 
their  Primate'a  presence.  St.  Augustine  compares  with  these 
words  what  St.  Cyprian  said  to  JuhaJanus  and  to  Magnus,  aud 
says  that  it  is  apparent  from  theea  ju»t  quoted  that  smaller 
things  were  dealt  with  on  which  there  had  been  no  clear  '  de- 
claration,' but  which  '  being  still  milocked  were  being  sought 
for  with  great  effort.'  He  considors  himself  to  bo  in  a 
different  position  from  Cyprian,  '  holding  now  the  custom  of 
the  universal  Church  which  is  to  be  acknowledged  on  every 
side,  and  which  hasbet-n  confirmed  by  general  conncils. 

The  council  decided  that  the  custom  of  rebaptising  those 
who  had  been  baptised  by  heretics  was  the  better  way.' 

■  •  SeoQiiUle  ekpuir«t '  (Dt  Bapt-  fi.  7). 

*  The  Bo]lsndiBt  Lite  ol  St.  Cjrprian  (Fr.  Snyskcns.  S.  J.)  Ukes  tha  Mune 
view  of  St.  C/priAn's  Dso  ot  the  expression  '  Bishop  of  bbihope.* 


CHAPTER  Vm. 

IUnn*8   DBOIBION   AND   CTPIUAN's   IRRITATION. 

I.  ToBBB  aro  no  means  of  deciding  hoTv  long  an  interval 
olapBed  between  the  dispatch  of  the  letter  to  Stephen  '  and  the 
papttl  d«ciHiou  in  reply.  Neither  have  we  t!ie  reply  itself.  The 
aclual  deuiHion  was,  it  would  soem,  contained  in  one  short 
fientettoe.  That  ginglo  sentence,  hovever,  is  evidence  suQicieDt, 
and  more  than  suCQcient,  to  justify  the  esteem  in  which  St. 
Stephen  was  held  by  all  antiquity,  and  in  particular  the  epithet 
which  St.  Vincent  of  Lerins  applies  to  that  Pope  in  recording 
this  passage  of  Church  history.  '  Bt.  Stephen,'  he  says,  waa 
a  man  *  holy  and  prudent.' 

Let  ns  suppose  for  a  moment  that  St.  Stephen  had  been 
carried  away  by  respect  for  St.  C\iJriairH  groat  name  in  the 
Church.  A  falue  principle  as  to  the  sacrament  of  baptism, 
nay»  as  to  the  nature  of  more  than  one  sacrament,  would  have 
spread  like  wildfire  throughout  the  Church.  It  was  a  very 
natural  deduction  from  the  truth  of  the  unity  of  the  Church, 
and  from  a  high  esteem  of  the  pri^'iloges  and  gifts  of  the 
Church,  to  suppose  that  these  could  not  bo  conferred  even  in 
any  germinant  way,  or  dormant  character,  by  those  who  were 
outside  the  visible  fold.  But  it  was  a  false  inference,  for  it  in- 
volved a  wrong  answer  to  the  tiuo.stion  as  to  whether  the 
sacrament  in  its  proceRS  of  bestowal  was  wholly  Christ's,  or  in 
foct,  the  gift  of  the  instrument.  So  that  the  matter,  although 
a  question  of  discipline,  really  bordered  upon  the  vitals  of  the 
faith.  It  had,  howtver,  not  yet  been  elucidated  in  all  its 
bearings.  The  Church,  as  she  pa.4sed  along  the  stream  of 
time,  was  discovering  more  and  more  the  meaning  of  her 
deposit  of  truth.  But  she  entered  into  the  full  t^igni^cance  of 
her  treoBuree  through  the  gradual  sctilcnieiit  of  difiicultica  as 
■  Cf.  aupn.  p.  W. 
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they  emerged,  one  by  one,  and  callc<l  for  patient  discuBHJon  and 
then  final  settlement.  The  full  meaning  of  the  'character' 
of  the  iniiial  eacraraent  of  the  Christian  covenant  was  now 
entering  ufxin  a  further  atafie.  But  it  conld  not  be  woighcd 
under  all  circumatancos ;  and  perchance  the  present  nere  un- 
favonmble  to  its  calm  investigation.  There  was  no  possibility 
of  a  general  gathering  of  the  Chnrch'd  rulers  ;  at  any  rat«  a 
few  months  hence,  even  if  the  Pope  had  thought  of  a  wider 
conncil,  a  new  Gery  persecution  set  in,  during  which  ho  was 
destined  to  win  the  martyr's  crown. 

What,  then,  did  St.  Stephen  do?  He  laid  down  the 
ancient  custom,  and  he  forbade  iimovatiou  upon  it.  He  took 
the  Bide  of  the  dissentient  African  hishops.  He  indicated 
the  dangerons  nature  of  the  new  departure,  and  so  far  from 
allowing  the  practice,  which  had  set  in,  to  be  one  on  which 
difference  could  bo  permitted,  he  thought  that  those  who 
^persisted  in  it  must  forfeit  that  ecclesiastical  intercourse  with 
the  rest  of  the  Christian  Church  which  was  the  sipn  and  seal 
of  their  being  true  to  the  out;  faith.  '  Abstincndos  putat,' 
Bud  St.  Cyprian— *  he  [Stephen]  thinks  thoy  ought  to  bo  ex- 
eomTnunicatcd.*  St.  Stephen  reminded  St.  C^-prian  that  he 
was  the  successor  of  that  Peter,  of  whom  lie  had  written  so 
well  in  his  treatise  on  Unity,  on  whom  our  Lord  1>iiiU  his 
Church ;  that  he  occupied  that  chair  of  Peter  of  which  St. 
Cyprian  had  once  s^token  so  warmly,  and  waa  the  head  of 
that  '  ruling  Church  whence  sacerdotal  unity  took  its  rise.* 
He  therefore  put  St.  Cyprian  un  his  obedience.  He  decided 
that :  '  H  any  bhall  ccme  to  you  from  auy  heresy  whatsoever, 
let  tbe-re  be  no  innovation  but  (let  that  bo  observed)  which 
bat  been  handed  down — viz.  that  hands  be  laid  on  such  in 
sign  of  penitence.' ' 

It  will  bo  noticed  that  in  this  decision  the  Pope  avoided 
the  language  to  which  St.  Cyprian  demurs  m  his  letter  to 
Jabaianus.  He  does  not  say  '  .Vll,  hounotver  baptised  * — for 
ihftt  might  be  taken  to  include  an  alteration  of  the  form  of 
iMtptism — but  'whatsoever  heresy.*  The  jwiut  in  dispute  was 
*8  to  whether  those  outside  the  unity  of  the  Chureli  could 
bsptxse.     The  adjudication  of  St.  Stopbcu  was  that   fciiey 

*  Ci.  JaDgmuia,  Dia.  Hist,  ir.  7S. 
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could,  tho  UHG  of  the  proper  form  being  understood, 
was,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  always  understood. 

Thus  St.  Stephen  refused  to  enter  upon  the  dogmatic 
portion  of  the  dispute,  but  simply  laid  down  tlic  line  to  be 
followed  in  practice.  He  issued  no  ex  cathedrd  definitiou  on 
the  matter  of  faith,  but  directed  the  action  of  tho  Church. 
He  decided  that  the  new  method  of  dealing  with  the  baptism 
of  heretica  was  closely  allied  to  heretical  notions  concerning 
that  sacrament,  and  therefore  authoritatively  forbade  its 
continuance.  He  discountenanced  St.  Cyprian's  programme 
of  letting  alone  those  who  adopted  a  different  method  of  dia- 
eipUne.  It  was  a  matter  on  which  the  Church  ought  to  be  at 
one.  Ro  much  bo  that  be  wns  obliged  to  tell  our  saint  that 
he  should  no  longer  be  able  to  hold  communion  with  him  if 
he  perBiBted  in  his  proEont  coarse. 

As  the  succesaor  of  that  .\postle  on  whom  our  Lord  had 
bnilt  His  Church,  he  felt  compelled  to  insist  on  conformity 
ill  A&ica  to  the  custom  followed  in  Rome,  which,  as  8t. 
Augustine  more  tlian  once  asserts,  had  come  down  from  tho 
Apostles  themselves. 

There  was  one  point  of  view  from  which  St.  Cyprian's 
action  was  less  dangerous  than  if  the  truth  bad  lain  the  other 
way.  Ho  was  rebaptising  those  who  did  not  need  tt.  Had 
he  been  omitting  to  baptise  some  who  needed  it,  the  ease 
would  have  been  one  for  insisting  on  immediate  obedience ; 
but  as  it  was,  he  only  did  what  involved  no  loss  to  others. 
This  action,  however,  might  lead  to  false  \'iewH  concerning 
the  validity  of  the  sacrament,  and,  indeed,  was  based  on 
such  false  views  ;  and,  as  a  mattrr  of  fact,  part  of  St.  Angus* 
tinu's  life  had  to  be  spent  in  refuting  St.  Cyprian's  argu- 
ments, and  wresting  his  authority  from  the  lips  of  the 
Donatists.  St.  Augustine,  however,  was  able  to  insist  upon 
St.  Cyprian's  example  as  of  more  account  than  his  unfor- 
tunate arguments  against  the  validity  of  baptism  by  heretics. 
He  would  not  break  away  from  tlie  Church.  This  was,  to 
St.  Augustine,  the  virtue  of  virtues  in  St.  Cyprian's  life. 
There  was  a  stain  in  that  life  which  he  kuew  bis  glorious 
martyrdom  had  washed  away ; '    but  there  was  one  grand 

'  JS>  selli. 
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grace  oxlilbited,  the  grace  of  charity  which  held  him  within 
the  auity  of  the  Cliurch  when  he  mi^ht  have  beaded  a 
schism,  and  had  indeed  every  temptation  to  inaugurate  an 
indejMindeiit  national  Chiireh. 

n.  On  receiving  St.  Stephon'a  decision,  St.  Cyprian  seems 
to  have  immediately  sent  off  legates  to  Home  with  tlie  hope 
of  indiu'ing  the  Pojio  to  change  his  raiud.  But  in  vain. 
Nothing,  indeed,  could  have  been  more  inopportune  than  the 
appearance  of  these  African  bishops  in  the  Eternal  City  just 
at  tliat  moment.  The  Pope  waa  in  tho  midst  of  trouble  from 
the  NovfttiaJis,  and  the  Novatians  had  begun  to  rehaptiae 
^tbofie  whom  they  allured  from  the  CalhoUc  Church,  These 
kfricftn  bishops  would  find  themtK'lvbs  at  one  with  those 
lent  heretics,  and  the  great  name  of  Cyprian  would  add 
the  confusion.  St.  Stephen  determined  that  the  Africans 
^Bliould  not  stiiy  in  Rome  a  single  night.  Tliey  were  bidden 
to  depart  home  at  once.  And  judging  from  the  number  of 
Levcuts  which  crowd  themselves  into  '  these  few  months,  they 
lost  have  left  Rome  immediatoly.  Tlie  matter  was  not  one 
on  which  St.  Stephen  was  prepared  to  receive  a  mission,  and, 
if  we  may  trust  what  Firmilian  says  on  tho  subject,  Catholics 
wore  forbidden  to  shelter  the  legates  a  single  night.  If,  in- 
deed, ae  is  almost  certain,  St.  Stephen  knew  of  the  third 
Council  of  Carthage,  held,  as  that  was,  either  with  the  know- 
ledge of  his  decision  or,  as  is  more  probable,  in  view  of  what 
they  knew  to  be  the  practice  at  Rome,  he  was  fully  justified 
in  taking  decisive  measures  to  prevent  resistance  spreading. 
Anyhow,  bo  would  not  admit  them  to  conference  ;  there  was, 
indeed,  no  necessity,  seeing  that  they  did  not  come  by  ap- 
pointment. 

III.  These  African  legatee,  therefore,  returned  home,  and 
a  messenger  was  immediately  dispatched  to  the  East.  St. 
Cyprian  knew  that  he  had  sympathisers  there,  and  would 
fain  lake  counsel  with  those  who  had  nlready  entered  upon  a 
eomewhat  similar  career.  He  ^Tote  and  told  Firmilian,  the 
Bishop  of  Cssarea,  in  Cappadocia,  that  St.  Stephen — 
quote  the  words  he  used  to  another  bishop  (Pompeius)  — 

'  CI.  Dam.  Mar^n.  I>c  Viia  C^pruinitHid  TUleiiionl'e  adiniBaioii  thai  arory- 
thiog  t»0(i  tuive  been  done  vitb  the  attnmt  speed,  infra,  p.  100. 
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'  thiuks  that  priests  of  God,  defending  tfae  truth  of  Chriet 
and  tlie  unity  of  the  Church,  are  to  be  excominiuiicated.' 
We  may  take  it  for  f^anted  that  Firmilian  had  not  been 
actually  excommunicated,  for  it  would  have  been  contrary  to 
all  St.  Cvprian'H  previous  tpat^liing  to  havo  sought  help  from 
him  if  be  had.  Let  alone  any  deference  to  the  Hee  of  Borne 
as  the  chair  of  Peter,  nhe  was  on  any  view  of  the  matter  the 
mother -Church  of  Africa,  fio  much  so  that  St.  Augustine  ex- 
pressed Ilia  conviction  that  it  was  impcEisible  to  find  an 
instance  in  which  Eastern  bishops  communicated  with  A&ican 
bishopB  except  through  Rome.  Bat  Firmilian  was  now,  or  at 
any  rate  had  been  hut  recently,  engaged  in  the  same  die- 
cu&sion,  and  accordingly  St.  Cyprian  turned  to  him  to  see  if 
together  they  could  induce  the  Pope  to  roconsider  his  de- 
cision. More  raesBages  of  B\nnpathy  would  l>e  out  of  the 
question  with  such  earnest  souls ;  the  question  was,  what 
was  to  be  done  ? 

But  l»eforo  we  consider  Firmilian's  answer,  it  will  l>e  well 
to  recollect  the  only  indication  of  St.  Cyprian's  mind  which 
we  have  from  his  own  pen.  He  wrote  about  this  time  to  a 
bishop,  who  was  not  present  at  the  Council  of  Carthage,  but 
who  had  asked  to  see  St.  Stephen's  letter.  St.  Cyprian,  judg- 
ing from  the  ending  of  hla  reply,  sent  him  the  decision  of 
the  council,  at  which  we  know  from  tfae  Acts  this  bishop  had 
himself  vQt«d  by  proxy,  and  at  the  same  time  poured  oat  in 
the  bitterness  of  bis  soul  what  he  thought  of  the  Pope's  letter. 
St.  Augustine,  whilst  refuting  one  or  two  statements  of  this 
letter  of  Cyprian's,  refuses  to  go  further,  on  the  ground  that 
ho  had  already  dealt  with  similar  statements,  and  that  it 
would  Iw  better  to  pass  by  the  rest,  as  it  had  in  it  '  the  danger 
of  pernicious  dissent.'  One  would  gladly  do  the  same,"  but 
as  the  letter  has  been  dragged  into  the  question  of  St.  Cyprian's 
allegiance  to  Itome,  one  is  forced  to  produce  Us  statementa  in 
some  fulness.  It  roust  bo  premised  that  wo  do  not  poasesa 
St.  Stephen's  letter  itself,  and  that  St.  Augustine,  with  all  hia 
great  love  for  St.  Cyprian,  speaks  of  this  letter  aa  bearing  the 
marks  of  irritation. 


■  8L  Tinoml  ol  Lerios  Mtnpftnt  Uw  I>onAti8ts'  utlon  in  brinjtin^  (orwd 
St.  OTpriio  so  pronuDMtlljr  io  ihia  nuiltcr  to  itul  of  Hun  lowards  hii  bilhar. 
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St.  Cyjiriaii  then,  in  this  letter  ki  Pdmpeiiis,'  sjiealts  of  St. 
Stepheu's  orror  as  tlmt  of  *  ui^lin](Hn<;  the  cause  of  heretics 
against  ChriRtiaits  and  against  the  ChTuch  of  God  '^-of  things 
in  the  Pope's  ietter  as  'arrogant,  besido  the  purpose,  or  self- 
contradictory,'  *  writlon  without  due  instruction  and  caution.' 
He  says  that  St.  Btctphen  'communicating  with  the  baptism 
of  all  lias  heaped  up  the  sins  of  all  in  one  mass  into  hh  own 
bosom,*  and  that  he,  *  forgetful  of  unity,  atloptn  the  deceitful 
defilements  of  a  profane  immersion.'  After  ntiing  arguments 
which  St.  Angustine  has  shown  to  be  fallacious,  he  pursues  his 
declaration  against  the  Pope  thus  :  '  JDoes  he  give  glory  to 
God  who  oonimunicates  with  the  bapti^tm  of  Marcion?  Does 
he  give  glory  to  Go<l  who  judges  that  remission  of  sins  is 
given  by  those  who  blaspheme  God  ?  .  .  .  Does  he  give 
glory  to  God  who,  the  friend  of  heretics  and  enemy  to  Chris- 
liana,  thinlts  that  priests  of  God,  defending  the  truth  of  Christ 
and  the  unity  of  the  Cliureh,  are  to  be  exeommmiicafced  ? 
...  let  us  cast  aside  our  arms,  let  as  >-icId  ourselves  captives, 
bt  as  deliver  over  to  the  de\'il  the  ordering  of  the  Gospel,  the 
^ipointnients  of  Christ,  the  majesty  of  God:  ha  the  sacra- 
mental oaths  of  our  divine  warfare  loosed,  the  ensigns  of  the 
heavenly  c:imp  abandoned ;  let  the  Church  bow  down  and 
^ve  way  to  heretics,  light  to  darkness,  faith  to  faithlessness, 
hope  to  despair,  reason  to  error,  immortality  to  death,  charity 
to  hatred,  truth  to  falsehood,  Christ  to  Antichrist.'  All  this, 
and  a  great  deal  more,  which  he  proceeils  to  dt'seribe  with  his 
own  fervid  elotiuence,  was  to  happen  if  the  baptism  by  heretics 
ms  not  disallowed.  All  this  would  happen  if  the  practice 
followed  on  all  sides  in  this  country  at  this  day,  by  every  con- 
siderable religious  body  in  existence,  is  to  be  countenanced  ! 
We  are  all  of  us  against  Cj'prian  in  this  matter,  and  yet,  ac- 
cording to  Cyprian,  •  if  the  fear  of  God  abides  with  us,  if 
regard  to  the  faith  prevail,  if  we  keep  the  precepts  of  Christ, 
if  ve  maintain  the  sanctity  of  His  spouse  incorrupt  and  in- 
viotftte,  if  tlie  words  of  the  Lord  cleave  to  our  thoughts  and 
bearl*,*  &c.^  we  shall  reverse  oar  practice,  and  the  Roman 


•  B^  ludT. 
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Catholic  will  rebaptiae  tho  Anglican,^  and  the  Anglican  will 
rebajitiKe  the  Roman,  and  ftach  will  rebaptiae  the  Wesleyan, 
and  we  shall  generally  deny  to  one  another  the  name  of 
Christian. 

TV.  All  this,  howeTer,  is  nothing  compared  with  what  Fir- 
milian  poureil  forth  in  answer  to  St.  Cyprian.  Dr.  DoUingor 
thus  deBcribus  tho  two  Icttcra  :— *  We  are  acquainted  with  the 
sentence  of  the  Pontiff  only  through  fragmeiitfl  which  havo 
been  preserved  by  St.  Cyprian  and  Firmilian  :  by  the  first  in 
his  severe  and  harsh  letter  to  Porapoius,  and  by  the  second  in 
his  btttor  and  passionate  answer  to  St.  Stephen,  addressed  to 
St.  Cyprian,  lioth  endeavour  to  place  the  opinions  of  the 
Pope  in  the  most  unfavourable  Ht;ht.'  ^ 

It  has  been  argiied,  with  much  force,  by  the  Benedictine 
editor  of  Bt,  Cyprian  (Migne's  edition),  that  the  legates  must 
have  been  wnt  to  Rome  after  tho  stcoml  council  held  at  Car- 
thago on  the  subject  of  baptism,  because  from  this  letter  of 
Firmilian's  we  find  that  St,  Cyprian's  meHsengerB  were  to 
return  to  Africa  before  the  winter.  If  they  left  Africa  after 
tho  third  council,  the  legatee  would  have  had  within  a  few 
months  to  journey  to  Rome,  and  thenco  back  to  St.  Cyprian, 
and  St.  Cyprian's  messenger  (Rogatian)  must  have  left  Cap- 
padocia  at  once  and  returned  to  Africa  before  the  winter  had 
set  in.  Tillemont  admits  the  difficulties  of  this  sup^iosition, 
but  maintains  that  it  was,  nevertheless,  possible.  The  Bol- 
tandist  writer  of  St.  Cyprian's  Life  agrees  with  Tillemont,  as 
also  does  Hefele.  We  have,  indeed,  only  to  suppose  that  the 
legates,  as  »oon  a«  they  set  fool  in  Rome,  were  told  that  their 
errand  was  a  hopcloss  one,  and  induced  to  return  at  once,  and 
that  the  deacon  sent  by  Cji)rian,  on  their  return  to  Cappa- 
docia,  was  detained  by  Firmilian  the  shortest  possiblr  titne 
consistent  with  the  bishop  being  able  to  pat  pen  to  paper  and 
write  off  a  reply.  Thia  will  probably  account  for  mncb  of  the 
peculiar  character  of  that  letter.  Twice  does  Firmilian  speak 
of  being  pressed  for  time.  Bogatianas,  the  deacon,  was  wait- 
ing— '  Yoxur  messenger  waa  in  haste  to  return  to  yon,  and  tho 

■  Aa  a  matter  of  (act,  wbers  the  right  maltBr  and  ionn  faaa  been  ocrtainlT- 
Dwd,  thIa  U  nevrr  done. 

'  OuchUhU.  Tcriodc  I.  §  30.  p.  30i :  -  mil  Blttcrkeit  and  Lddenachaft.' 
firmiliui't  letui  h  lonod  omoogst  Bt.  Cypmn'a,  Ep.  Ixzv. 
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vinter  season  was  close  at  hand.*  Firniilian  must  have  read 
St.  C^cian'B  tetter  again  and  again  witb  a  certain  feverish 
boetOi  and  even  (he  Bays)  '  committed  it  to  memory.'  He 
seefflB  to  have  at  length  reached  the  Imillug-poiut,  and  aa  the 
fire  kindled,  he  poured  forth  a  burning  etrcam  of  indignant 
rhetoric  ayainsl  Stephen,  which  has  hardly  its  equal  in  eccle- 
siastical litt-raturu  fur  nervoua  eloquence,  i)tt6sionate  indigna- 
tion, and  hitter  invective. 

He  openu  with  expreKsing  hia  joy  at  iindinfj  tlie  bleBFung  of 
concord  witli  his  eorreepondeut,  and  Buys  that  fur  tliis  experi- 
ence of  nnity  with  the  AXrican  Primate  ho  hoa  to  thank 
Stephen,  although,  he  adds,  the  Vo\te  has  not  thereby  done  a 
good  work  any  more  than  tlid  Judan,  who  was  an  instrument 
of  ifao  bleesinge  of  the  Paesiou.  After  a  beautiful  passage  on 
unity,  he  cxcasea  hiniReU  for  repeating  the  same  things  as 
C^'prian  has  said,  whilst  he  adds  some  things  by  way  of  accu- 
mulating proof,  and  he  regrets  that  ho  has  been  unable  to 
consult  his  annual  synod. 

He  then  attacks  what  St.  Stephen  is  supposed  to  have 
said :  he  deuies  that  the  Apostles  could  have  admitted  those 
who  had  been  baptised  by  heretics  without  rebaptising  them, 
because  there  were  no  sut^ciently  osecrablo  heretics  to  bap- 
tise—a version  of  history  of  which  St.  Cyprian  could  not 
have  approved.  He  then  says  that  Stephen,  unlike  his  pre- 
decessors in  such  matters  as  the  observance  of  Easter,  has  now 
made  the  first  '  departure  from  the  peace  and  unity  of  the 
Catholic  Church  .  .  .  breaking  this  peace  with  you  .  .  .  de- 
fiuning  the  blessed  Apostles  Peter  and  Paul,  as  if  they  bad 
handed  this  down'— the  tradition  is  therefore  human.  He 
tlien  protests  against  lolluwiug  heretics  {as  if  St.  Stephen 
meant  this,  when  be  quoted  their  custom  to  show  the  ancient 
tradition  of  the  Church),  and  deposes  that '  a  heretic  cannot 
lawfully*  (be  means  validly,  or  else  he  miurepresents  St. 
Stephen)  '  ordaio,  or  lay  ou  hands,  neither  can  he  baptise  or 
do  any  spiritual  act.' 

He  then  attacks  St.  Stephen  for  maintaining  what  he 
never  did— riz.  that  remission  of  sins  can  follow  fiom  the 
b&ptism  of  heretics  simply,'  and  scouts  the  idea  that  any 

'  Tba  Mmlaiion  of  urn  follownd  tijion  DonvsnioD-  Ute  bapUsxii  then  taking 
■Ska,  Bod  i»aiog  in  unciiiiciiUoi). 
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reasonable  person  would  either  maintain  or  believe  *  that  this 
mtirc  iiivocatiuu  of  the  nnuies  would  suHu'e  for  the  remi&siou 
of  BiDB  and  the  sanctification  of  bapttem  *  (showing  that  he 
mlBS&d  the  point  of  the  Church's  doctrine  in  the  matter),  and 
theu  gives  au  instance  in  which  it  would  be  absurd  to  suppose 
this.  He  next  omphaaiBes  the  unity  of  the  Bpouac  of  Christ, 
and  savH  that  '  the  synagogue  of  heretics  is  not  one  with  ue, 
because  neither  is  the  spouBO  an  adulteress  and  a  harlot. 
Wherefore  neither  can  she  bring  forth  the  sons  of  God,  nnlcss, 
indeed,  as  StRphon  neems  to  think,  heresy  brings  tht-ra  forth 
and  exi>08e8  them,  but  the  Church  takes  them  up  when  ex- 
posed, and  nourishes  an  her  own  whom  she  did  not  bring 
forth.'  QiB  tnJKurKlerRtaiuliiig  of  the  teacliing  of  St.  Stephen 
is  here  again  compete. 

He  then  enters  upon  the  subject  of  Apostolic  Succession. 
'  Christ  said  to  Peter  alono,  "  Whatsoever  thou  Hhalt  bind," 
&c.,  and  again  in  the  Gospels,  when  (.'hrist  breathed  on  the 
Apostles  only,  saying,  "  Keceive  ye  the  Holy  Ghost ;  whoaoerer 
sins  yo  remit,"  Ac.  The  power  then  of  remitting  sins  was 
given  to  the  Apoetlea  and  to  the  (!hurcho8  which  they,  sent  by 
Christ,  estabUsbed,  and  to  the  bishops  who  succeeded  them  by 
vicarious  ordination.'  And  then  follows  a  passage  of  supreme 
importance  an  regards  the  Petrine  prerogatives  of  the  iiishop 
of  Rome.  '  Herein,'  says  Fu-mihan, '  I  am  justly  indignant 
at  such  open  and  manifest  folly  in  Stephen,  that  he  who  thus ' 
boasts  of  the  seat  of  his  episcopate,  and  contends  that  be 
holds  the  succession  from  Peter,  on  whom  tlie  foundations  of 
the  Church  were  laid,  i»tr<^Hre»  manif  other  rm-kn,  and  esta- 
blishes now  odificee  of  many  Chnrches  \i.(.  admits  the  reality 
of  many  new  Churches]  whilst  he  defends,  by  his  authority 
[the  position]  that  baptism  is  there ' — amongst  them.  '  Vcit 
those  who  are  baptL^td,  without  doubt,  till  up  the  number  of 
the  Church.' 

One  cannot  but  pause  here  to  notice  two  thuigs.  First, 
the  piteous  misunderstanding  of  the  teacliing  of  St.  Ktepben 
into  which  Firuiiliau  hud  fallen,  which,  nevertheless,  has  its 

'  'Tbu«'  (lie),  not  'so,'  u  Id  'l*rimHiv*  Saintt,p.H.  '80'  introdonotha 
idw  ot  exc«Miv«.  unjuitifiabl*  UMstiog,  oUlcb  li  not  oceawhlj  cootoli)«d  m 
Ibe  ftdt«rb  *  Uiae.' 
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blight  Ride,  for  if  this  had  been  the  teaching  of  Rome,  he 
would  have  been  jiintified  in  opposing  it.  Hecondlj,  the  tre- 
mendous witneea  which  Firmiliun'a  words  bear  U.)  the  recog- 
nised position  of  the  Bishop  of  Romo.  Firmiliaii  is  not 
indignant  that  St.  Stephen  put  forth  witli  sacfa  prominence 
hta  poeiiion  aa  the  successor  of  Peter.  Ue  ba^  uo  expni^Kions 
of  aetonlBbmeiit  at  thiu,  as  though  it  were  a  ii^w  claiui.  And 
jet  it  is  inconceivable  that  he  shonld  not  have  exclaimed 
against  the  presumption  of  such  a  claim  had  it  been  unwar* 
ranted  or  new.  Xo,  FJrmilian  is  only  indignant  that  Ite,  in 
the  Tery  moment  and  act  in  which  he  ri^aU^s  and  places  in 
prominence  his  relationship  to  Peter,  should  ha  making  other 
rocks,  by  admitting  the  validity  of  hurctical  baptium.  He 
goes  on  to  argue  that  tbo  succeHHor  of  Peter  liimaclf '  in  a 
manner  e^u^es  the  truth  of  the  Christian  rock.'  In  fact 
he  eSiaeee  himself,  in  this  he  is  worse,  says  Piimilian,  than 
the  Jews.  They  had  a  *  zeal  for  God  ; '  Stephen  has  none  at 
the  very  moment  when  he  (truly  enough  *)  prcK'laima  that  ho 
occupiea  by  succession  the  chair  of  Peter,  '  for  he  concedes  to 
them  the  greatest  of  all  graces.'  He  might  just  &h  well  go  on 
'to  join  their  assemblies  and  mingle  hiri  prayers  with  them 
and  set  up  a  common  altar  and  sacrifice  (§  18]. 

He  then  d^als  with  the  argument  from  custom,  and  nays 
that  the  Jews  clung  to  their  old  custom  when  Christ  came, 
'disregarding  the  new  way  of  truth.'  Firmiliau,  \iko  St. 
Cyprian,  at  one  moment  depreciatee  custom,  at  another  claims 
it  in  bis  own  behalf. 

And  now  his  passionate  indignation  altogether  gets  the 
better  of  him.  His  words,  beginning  with  the  mention  of  Ste- 
phen in  the  third  person,  suddenly  borst  into  an  a|K}6trophe: 
•  When  thou  coramunicatest  with  the  baptism  of  heretioSf 
wltat  else  dost  thou  hut  drink  of  their  mire  and  mad,  and, 
after  having  been  cleansed  with  the  sane  titioat  ion  of  the 
Church,  becomest  defiled  with  the  contagion  of  others*  filth? 


'  8m  p.  79  for  the  n»I  ilote  of  the  mottor. 

*  I  bare  insnted  UieM  worde  mainl  j  as  a  baliuioe  i^Ujist  the  uniostifiabla 
a»Biu|<lion  madv  bj  some  Uitl  Ficmiliai)  ia  eoadciuoing  St.  Stophan's  elaloi. 
He  docs  not  uy  Lhla;  hie  h-ords  tjr  Uii-mBolTes  pass  b;  the  qaaBtian  of  tha 
JOfttee  fft  the  claim,  bat  thej  prceappoee  it. 
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....  Yea,    thon    art  worse    than    all    hcrotics  .  .  .  thou 
abettest  their  errortt  .  .  .  and  increasest  the  darknetis  o(  the 
night  of  heresy.     And  whereas  they  confess  that  they  are  in 
sin  and  have  no  gracfi,  and  therefore  onmo  to  the  Church, 
thou  -nrithdrawest  from  them  the  reraifiRion  of  einfi  which  is 
given  in  baptism,  in  that  tbnu  sayeat  tliat  they  have  been 
alri'iwly  haptiwtl  uinl,  uulside  the  Churt^h,  Lav©  obtained  the 
grace  of  the  Church  '  (again  the  same  misunderstanding  aa  to 
the  teachuig  of  Rome),  '  nor  dost  thou  consider  that  their 
BOuls  will  he  reijuired  at  your  hand  when  the  Day  of  Judg- 
ment phall  come,  who  doniedst  to  those  atlieists  the  drink  of 
the  Church ;  and  to  such  as  long  to  lire  thou  wast  the  cause 
of  death.     And  withal  thou  art  indignant !     See  witli  what 
ignorance'  thou  dost  dare  to  blamo  those  who  contend  for 
the  truth  against  falsehood ;  ...  it  la  plain  that  the  igno- 
rant are  vehement  and  given  to  anger,  whilst  through  poverty 
of  counsel  and  argument  they  are  easily  moved  to  wrath,  so 
that  the  Holy  Scriptnre  satfg  of  no  one  more  thatt  thee,  *'  An 
excited  man  provokes '  strifes,  and  an  angry  man  heaps  up 
sins  "  {Prov.  xxix.  22).     For  what  gi-eat  strifeB  and  dissensions 
haat  thou  provoked  through  thu  Churches  of  the  whole  world ! 
What  a  great  sin  didst  thou  heap  upon  thyself  when  thou 
didst  fut  thyself  off'  from  so  many  floeks!     For  thou  hast 
cut  thyself  off.     T)o  not  deceive  Uiyself,  since  ho  is  truly 
Bcliismatic  who  has  made  himself  an  apostate  from  the  com- 
munion of  ecclesiastical  unity  :  for  whil.st  thou  dost  think  that 
all  may  be  excommmiicatcd  from  thee,  thon  hast  excommu- 
nicntcd  thyself  alone  from  all.  .  .  .  Wliat  can  ho  more  /oir/y 
and  meek  than   to   have  disagreed   with   so   many  bishops 
throughout   the  world,  breaking  peace  with   them  each  by 
varying  kinds  of  discord — now  with  the  Easterns  (which  we 
fieel  confident  you  [in  Africa]  are  aware  of),  now  with  your- 
eelves,  who  are  in  the  South ;  from  whom  he  received  epi- 
scopal legates  with  patience  and  meekness  enough,  so  that  he 
did  not  even  admit  them  to  a  hearing^ — nay,  further,  so  that. 

■  •  ImperitU.*  ■  '  PKnt'    8om«  «diUo(U  htVA  '  pwJt.' 

*  B;  laldug  the  lin«  ot  ooodeiuniag  the  now  imcUcv— '  dum  oniza  potu 
omnea  a  te  abstineri  pu^ae,  Bolum  to  ab  otnDibos  abaUnnieti.'  U  ia  'poaae.'  It 
obrioufilj  refCTv,  not  to  power  in  any,  hoi  in  tbia,  ca>i«. 

*  *  Stfrmonom  collo^iiii  oommimifl.* 
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mindful  of  love  and  charity,  he  instructed  the  whole  brother- 
hood not  any  one  of  them  to  receive  them  into  his  house,  so 
that  on  their  coming  there,  not  only  pea<?e  and  communion, 
but  roof  and  hoepitality  should  he  denied  them  ?  This  ifi  to 
have  kept  the  unity  of  the  Spirit  in  the  boud  of  peace,  to  cut 
himself  off  ft-om  the  unity  of  cluirity,  and  to  inaliQ  himself  in 
all  things  strange  to  the  brethren,  and  to  rebel  against  the 
eacramcnt  and  the  faith  with  the  fury  of  contumacious  discord. 
With  such  an  one,  can  there  he  one  Viofly  and  one  spirit,  with 
whom,  perchance,  there  is  not  one  snul,  so  slippery  is  it,  bo 
Bbiftiug,  90  uncertain  ?  ' 

Here  at  length  Firuiilian  comes  to  ancJior.  He  proposes 
to  return  to  the  'gi'enter  quLBtion.'  But  he  can  only  re- 
strain himself  for  a  few  sentences.  For  he  winde  up  with 
saying,  '  And  yet  Stephen  is  not  ashamed  to  give  support  to 
such  against  the  Church,  and  for  the  sake  of  upholding 
heretics  to  divide  the  brotherhood ;  nor,  farther,  to  call 
Cyprian  a  false  Christ,  a  falst:*  Apnstle,  a  deceitful  worker.  He 
[i.f.  Stephen],  conscious  that  all  these  marks  are  in  himself, 
was  heforehand>  so  as  lyingly  to  object  to  another  what  he 
ma  himself  de9er\'ing  to  be  called.* 

This  unique  specimen  of  correspondence  closes  with  using 
the  plural,  as  though  it  were  the  opinion  of  Beveral  bishops.' 

V.  The  question  occurs  as  to  how  far  this  extraordinary 
lett«r.  with  its  misinterpretations  and  obvious  exaggerationB, 
e&n  be  held  to  prove  that  St.  Stephen  issued  a  formal  sen- 
tenoe  of  excommunication  against  St.  Cyprian. 

It  is  necessary  to  re]>eat,'  that  cxcommunloation  is  a  wide 
t«rm,  including  that  suspension  of  ecclesiastical  intercourse 
between  various  portions  of  the  Church  which  did  not  mean 
that  either  of  them  considered  the  other  to  be  in  schism.    If 


I  lisvo  n«vur  txyrn  Kbtc  to  di<iconir«n  what  f^niulH  Ui«  aasi^rtEon  is  often 
^nHle  th»l  St.  CTprisn  pnblixh^al  thin  Uttttr  liimn^U.  The  nier«  (net  of  iu 
hwriBC  bMO  oltinuilely  buund  up  in  Uie  coUeoUons  of  Ht.  Cjpnsii'fl  letten 
IpfiDiM  oolhing,  lor  thoM  colltH^tione  wei«  8ufa«e*iuent  tt>  hix  timv.  Indiwd, 
'Urn  ■uppcwitioo  thni  ho  tmnslal«d  it  himMlf  into  Latin  |kt  do  not  possess  llis 
t«rifii»t)  is  mere  eanj«ctare.  Fr.  SuysltoDS  (S.  J.),  tb«  oiUbor  ol  the  BolluidUt 
F Xlflr.  doM  not  bfllivro  that  ht  did.   Xbo  mtXla  baa  not  nocivcd  iU  final  fettte- 
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at  any  time  during  the  Btrife  between  Bome  and  Africa,  the 
quesliou  Lad  been  atiked  ut  Ruum,  '  Which  ig  the  legitiinaW 
Biahop  of  Carthage,  Cyprian  or  Fortunatus? '  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  answer  would  have  been,  *  There  is  only  oue 
Bishop  of  Carthage,  ami  that  iw  Cyprian.'  It  is  neceS8ai"y 
to  mention  this,  because  the  Cyprianic  atruggle  has  been 
pressed  into  the  service  of  a  theory  which  ret^da  commiuiion 
with  Kome  iw  a  matttr  of  perfect  indifference  in  deteriuiniug 
the  schismatic  position  of  a  religious  body. '  But  it  is  one  thing 
to  be  so  separated  fiom  the  chair  of  Feter  as  that  another 
bifihop  could  be  pltu'tid  by  Rome  in  the  Bume  city  aa  its  true 
and  legitimate  binhop ;  it  ia  another  thing  to  be  only  bo  far 
out  of  communion  as  thai  ecclesiastical  intercourse  is  6us> 
pended.  In  these  days  of  (juick  intercourse,  when  we  can 
confer  together  by  tlie  Hash  of  wire,  or  at  any  rate  by  the 
rapidity  of  the  rail,  the  same  state  of  things  could  not  arise 
as  in  the  times  of  Cyprian.  It  is  the  part  of  the  inspector,  in 
deteimiiiiDg  the  alleged  identity  of  a  stream  with  a  certain 
fiouroe,  to  examine  into  the  elements  of  which  the  two  axe 
composed,  and  to  decide  upon  the  existence  or  nou-existcnc« 
of  the  same  essential  ingredients  in  uach.  So  with  the  ques- 
tion of  the  identity  alleged  to  exist  between  the  Bome  of  to* 
day  and  the  recognition  of  her  position  on  the  one  band, 
and  on  the  other  baud  the  Bome  of  tit.  Cyprian's  time,  and 
lu^r  relationship  to  the  rest  of  the  Church  under  the  very 
dissimilai'  circumstances  of  the  third  century.  Could  the 
Church,  as  we  observe  her  m  action  in  that  century,  have 
developed  into  a  heap  of  imirpeiukut  National  Churches  with 
no  sort  of  intercourse  without  partuig  with  principles  then 
deemed  essential  ?  The  answer  that  has  been  given  is.  that 
'  if  St.  Cyprian  and  St.  Firmiliau  were  really  excommuni- 
cated, and  if  they  nevertheless  refused  to  alter  either  the 
teaching  or  the  practice  condemned  by  Xtome,  then  it  is  clear 
that  neither  of  these  saints  nor  their  colleagues  in  Africa  and 
Asia  Minor  could  have  considered  that  commmtion  with  tlie 
Tope  was  an  essential  matter.' "  In  other  words  there  can  be 
independent  National  Churches. 

■  Ct.  Tli4  Pnmititft  Sa*nU  and  th»  Set  t^  Iloau,  dL  ii. 

■  Jbid.  p.  sas. 
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It  iH  nntura),  in  nnswer  to  tbie  position,  to  aek  why  both 
Si.  Cyprian  and  rirmtlian  wert'  so  disturbed,  if  their  coui- 
muoion  with  Home  was  not  eeHenti&l  ? 

But  the  full  aimwer  !»,  firsL,  that  tbe  evidt'iice  for  tbe  ex- 
couuunicaliou  ol  St.  Cyprian  (inJ  Fkmiliftn  in  tJte  futUtt 
te/ae  of  Uu  term  is  not  (to  say  the  lca«t)  plain.  Baronius 
and  Mnnsj  think  that  the  excoiDmnnicatioD  was  carried  out, 
but  it  is  not  clear  what  measure  of  Heparation  thuy  under- 
stand by  the  term.  They  have  not,  howover,  been  foUowud 
by  Catholic  writera  in  general.  I'apus,  Natalia  Alexander, 
tbti  BollaDdiuts,  Hcfele,  DoUin^er,  Freppel  and  Jougmunu,  to 
mention  no  otbers,  do  not  conmdcr  that  the  e\ndenoe  at  our 
disposal  IB  sufficient  to  justify  us  in  saying  that  tbe  excom- 
muuicution  vas  actually  carri<;d  out.  The  only  direct  evidence 
iH  Firmilian's  letter.  But  a  letter  bo  full  of  misrepreseiita- 
ti<m0,  and  of  bitter  invective,  is  (to  say  the  least)  not  above 
nupidon  as  evidence  on  Buch  a  point.  l''iruiilian  made  out 
that  all  the  world  was  against  St.  Stephen  :  St.  Augustine, 
with  greater  truth,  spoke  of  FirmiHan  and  hia  eympathifiere 
aa  ft  handful  compared  with  the  bishops  who  held  vrith 
Stephen.  It  would  be  in  perfect  keeping  witli  the  rest  of  the 
letter  of  Firuiilian  if,  on  learning  from  St.  Cyprian  that  Ibe 
Pope  contemplated  excommunicating  those  who  penUttd  in 
maintaining  their  cnstom,  he  proceeded  to  picture  the  e&com- 
mnnicatiou  as  actual,  and  forthwith  declared  that  this  would 
be  tantamount  to  cutting  himstlj  ofT,  and  leaving  bituself  with- 
out an;  in  the  Church  to  eymbolise  with  bim ;  only  in  his 
rhetorical  and  pEisaionate  way  of  speaking  he  said,  '  By  doing 
this,  ycjQ  luue  oat  yoursi-lf  off  and  stand  alone.'  Of  course 
tk  was  ridicnlooaly  untrue  to  say  that  St.  Stephen  bad  been 
diaagreeiug  with  so  many  bishops  *  throughout  the  ichiAe  world, 
breaking  peace  with  them  sevtraUtf  in  various  modes  of  dis- 
cord ; '  but  the  expression  need  not  be  pressed,  occurring  as 
it  does  in  such  a  letter,  any  more  than  the  assertion  that  tbe 
Pope  wtfllied  to  exconiniiinii-ate  'all '  bbouid  be  pressed. 

And  St.  Dionysius'  words  referring  to  St.  Stephen's  pre- 
TioDS  communication  with  Firmilian  hinttMilf.  viat.' he  wrote 
as  not  about  to  communicate  with  them  either,'  cannot  fairly 
be  preased  aa  necessarily  moaning  more  than  that  ho  was  not 
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going  to  communinate  with  them  if  they  persisted  in  their 
own  line.  Certainly,  Firmihan  nowhere  drops  a  hint  thai 
he  and  hie  eolloagues  were  under  actaiU  exconnnunlcation. 
His  wrath  is  rpserved  for  the  Popr's  condemnation  of  St. 
C^lHian.  He  nover  says,  •  Wo  are  in  the  same  case :  he  has 
excoinmunicatt'd  us.'  And  yet  it  is  inconceivable  that  lie 
abonld  not  have  aaid  so,  if  it  was  the  fact.  Nor  can  it  be 
Boecessfully  maintained  that  the  case  of  Firmilian  aud  hiM 
coDeagues  was  on  all  fours  with  that  of  St.  Cyprian  and  the 
African  bishops,  in  the  absence  of  all  rrcords  on  the  subject. 
Although  their  case  was  the  same  in  substance,  it  does  not 
follow  that  it  was  the  eame  in  detail.  The  same  sentence 
was  passed  on  what  they  did ;  but  not  necessarily  the  same 
on  those  who  did  it. 

On  the  other  hand,  St.  Augustine's  t«8thuony  is  definite 
and  emphatic,  to  the  effect  that  the  peace  hi  all  esstintlals 
was  kept  between  St.  Stephen  and  St.  Cyprian.'  This  is  the 
point  of  his  argument  against  the  Donatists,  viz.  that  St. 
Cyprian  was,  indeed,  wrong  in  hie  teaching,  but  that  he  kept 
in  eommimion  with  the  Pope.  Agauiand  again  he  lays  stresa 
on  this.  He  enlarges  upon  it  in  some  of  the  most  beautiful 
pasaages  of  his  many  writings  against  the  Donalists,  who 
claimed  St.  Cyprian  for  their  patron  saint.  Kow  it  is  not 
reasonable  to  suppose  that  St.  Augustine  was  mistaken  on 
this  point.  It  was  the  tradition  of  the  African  Church  on 
the  subject.  No  Donatist  repHed  that  St.  Augustine  was  mis- 
taken in  his  facts,  as  some  one  must  have  done,  since  it  is 
not  in  one  work  alone  that  St.  Augustine  elaborates  his  point 
So  that  the  whole  African  Church  in  the  following  century 
was  nnaware  of  any  such  rupture  having  taken  place  between 
Rt.  Ktephon  and  St.  Cyprian  as  ib  implied  in  the  stricter  sense 
of  the  term  excommunication.  It  would  be  in  vain  to  reply 
that  St.  Augugtine  had  not  scon  Firmilian's  letter ;  for  had 
complete  exeommunicAtion  taken  place  it  must,  apart  from 
that  Utter,  have  left  a  sufficient  impression  on  the  African 

*  Lib.  /V  Bapi.e.  Dtnutt.  pMdn.  In  ono  pHangf)  81.  Aogtutine  notion  tha 
tr«tn*nd<M)s  eflecl  which  s  wca*«ion  on  Xbe  part  of  8t.  Cn*r[«n  would  h«Tr  h*d. 
'  If  \u>  IjjmI  Mr|HirattKl  huDMlf,  how  many  would  follow  I  Whai  »  name  b*  would 
httrs  nuuis  (or  himself  amongst  men  t . .  .  but  b«  v/ms  not  a  "  torn  of  prrdition  "  * 
(Ub.  1.  e.  IB). 
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Chnrch  for  St.  Aapustine  to  be  unable  to  take  it  as  certain 
that  tliese  two  saiuts  did  not  proceed  to  complete  rupture. 

It  is,  however,  most  probable  that  St.  Augustine  had  seen 
Finnilian's  letter.  He  had  no  call  to  refer  to  it  directly,  for 
he  was  engaged  in  dealing  with  Cyprian's  autliority  alone; 
and  it  is  not  possible  that  sacb  a  savngo  production  would 
COnimend  itsolf  to  his  sweet  and  gentle  disposition.  But 
■omc  worda  addressed  to  the  Dunatist  Crnsccmius  stiein  to 
imply  that  he  was  at  least  aware  of  its  existence ; '  and  it  is 
io  tbo  last  degree  improbable  that,  kuowiug  its  existence,  h« 
sboold  not  have  been  aware  of  Its  coutents.  This  at  least 
seems  rartain,  vi2.  that  the  Donatists  knew  of  its  existence; 
and  yet,  to  judge  from  a  later  work  of  St.  Augustine's,  iu 
irhicb  he  repeals  his  argument  from  St.  Cyprian's  remaining 
in  peace  with  St.  Stephen,  the  Donatists  did  nut  fcul  that 
anything  in  Firmiliao's  letter  justified  tbt-tm  in  objecting  to 
81.  Augustine's  assertion  that  the  peace  remained  practically 
onbroken  between  the  Pope  and  St.  Cyprian.  In  hiB  third 
book  against  Cresconius,  ho  says,  '  Whatever  yon  have  thought 
ought  to  be  brought  in  from  the  letters  of  Cyprian  and 
those  of  certain  Easterns,  tliat  tliey  decided  against  the  sacra- 
ment  of  baptism  given  amongst  heretics  and  schismatics,  iu 
no  way  bindern  our  cause,  if  we  keep  to  that  Churcli  which 
Cyprian  did  not  desert,  although  many  of  his  colleagues 
would  not  consent  to  this  judgment'  (against  the  baptism  of 
hetcticfi). 

St.  AugiiBtine  shows  hhnself,  in  the  fuUawiitg  sections, 
thoroughly  conversant  with  what  the  Easterns  had  written  on 
tlie  subject.'  It  is,  therefore,  but  reasonable  to  conclude  that 
he  was  fully  aware  of  the  contents  of  Firmilian'a  letter,  indeed 
of  Uie  whole  history  of  the  matter.    He  apeaks,  indeed,  of 

*  Z>r.  PoKj,  tn  bia  note  to  lAb.  of  the  Fathers,  Cyjrrian's  Epiallt$,  voL  it., 
amy*  tlut  Firmiliaii's  letUr  *  it  prol)«b1;  atludsd  to  hy  St  Angasline.  O.  Crete. 
ULl  (u  Uw  B«nedioUiie  Kdd.  also  tbiok),  "  whatever."  Ac,  iiud  /Jo  Unit.  Bapl. 
cPetiUc.ii-  8t.  Aa^aBtino  {iiobabljr  diil  ui>t  iiutico  it  further  beoauHa  the 
OoDMMta  rvlied  on  the  aathority  o!  St.  Cyprian,  not  of  an  Eastern  bishop ' 

■  Hn  ipMliftof  'letten.'  not  merely  oae  Uller.aa  is  imiiUrd  in  Prim.  Sainii, 
p.  139.  ■.  6.    Tho  plaral  IndudM  bu  Cyprian's,  but  dooa  not  limit  the  Kast«nu 
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some  letters  not  having  coiae  into  his  posseasion,  bat  that  is 
uut  in  referencie  to  tliis  particular  branch  of  the  subject. 

St.  Augiietinc'B  cvidcnco,  therefore,  to  the  effect  that  tbo 
rupture  between  St.  Stephen  and  St.  Cyprian  was  anything 
but  eompictu  (that  it  certainly  did  not  iuulude  any  actual 
excommunicalion),  inchules  the  evidence  of  the  Donatista,  and 
indeed  gives  the  tradition  of  the  Ah-ican  Church  generally ; 
and  hia  judgment  Becms  to  have  been  formed  with  a  full 
knovledge  of  what  took  place  between  Firmilian  and  his  col- 
leagues on  the  same  subject. 

It  may  he  asked  whether  Fumilian's  statement  abont  the 
episcopal  legates  is  not  lo  be  taken  as  true,  and  whether,  if 
it  I>e  true,  it  does  not  furnish  a  proof  that  St.  Cyjirian  was 
excominunicated. 

To  which  it  must  be  answered,  first,  that  there  would  he 
nothing  surprising  if  there  were  fiome  exaggeration  in  Fir- 
miJian's  description  of  the  legates'  reception,  considering  the 
character  of  the  letter  as  a  whole.  But.  secondly,  the  recep- 
tion accorded  to  the  legates,  supposing  that  FiruiiUan's 
words  are  to  be  taken  au  pied  tie  la  iHtrt,  would  not  prove  ex- 
communication. On  another  occasion  legates  were  sent  away 
from  Home  (by  Hormisdas  the  Pope),  not,  as  was  afterwards 
thought  and  state^l,  because  they,  or  those  from  whom  they 
came,  were  considered  excommunicate,  but  l>ccanse  their 
presence  there  was  certain  to  lead  to  trouble.  ^Vhat  ha£  hap- 
pened once  may  happen  twice,  and  we  have  seen  good  reason 
for  supposing  that  the  presence  in  Itome  of  legates  on  ho 
hoixiless  an  errand  as  that  of  these  African  prelates  was  par* 
ttcularly  inopportune  at  that  moment.  So  that  all  we  can 
argue  from  their  being  sent  back  is  that  St.  Stephen  waa  not 
prepared  to  argue  the  question,  but  decided  to  deal  with  tliia 
Lcgatine  mission  most  peremptorily.  It  would  show  St. 
Cyprian  tlrnt  he  really  meant  what  he  aaid.  St.  Augustine's 
testimony  to  the  prc8er\'ation  of  peace  In  essential  matters 
between  Stephen  and  Cyprian,  in  spite  of  what  lie  calls  the 
•  brotherly  altercation,'  in  which  Cyprian  was  unduly  excited 
{commot\»x)t  is  of  greater  weight  than  the  incident  descrilied 
by  Firmilian.' 

>  The  stndeDl  of  lualorj  nMda  to  U  w»n)«d  aRftinat  TilleBioDt't  arttde  on 
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On  the  whole,  then,  there  is,  to  say  the  kuet,  not  suiBciL'nt 
ground  for  asarTting  that  things  ever  proteedud  beyond  a 
threat  of  excommunication.  It  is  not  necessary  to  accose 
Firmiiian  of  deliberate  falsehood.  There  is  a  great  diiference 
between  telling  a  falsehood  and  indnlgiuf^  in  oxaggeratlnn. 
This  latter  Firmilian  certainly  did  when  he  spoke  of  Stephen 
sCanding  alone,  and  of  the  etrife  extending  to  the  Churches  of 
the  '  whole  world ; '  and  the  statement  of  a  writer  who  can. 
call  the  Pope  *  worse  than  all  heretics,'  when,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  that  Pope  was  guarding  an  A]>o8tolical  tradition,  is  not 
A  safe  foondation  on  which  to  build  a  theory  of  Chnrch  go- 
veminent.' 

VI.  Bnt,  after  all,  the  second  clauae  of  the  sentence  quoted 
fthove*  is  the  more  important,  v'vs.  '  if  they  [i.e.  St.  Cyprian 
and  Firmilian]  refused  to  alter  either  the  teaching  or  the 
practice  condemned  at  Borne.' 

This  writer  aasamee  that  they  did  refuse.  The  hiBtorical 
reoord,  ao  bur  as  it  goes,  is  all  asainst  lilm.  St.  Augustine 
expressly  says  that  the  Kasterna  altered  their  teaching.  He 
blames  the  Douatists  for  separating  themselves  h-om  them  in 
consequence.^  Ho  says  of  the  Ensterna  that  *  they  rescinded 
their  judgment,  by  which  tbi^y  had  dct^tded  that  it  was  right 
to  ftgree  with  Cyprian  and  that  African  council.*  He  then 
tn!)ists  upon  using  the  word  *  corrected '  in  opjwsition  to  tlie 
I>onatistH  :  these  Easterns  (he  Siiys)  '  forroctcd '  their  judg- 
ment, although  we  know  from  the  Council  of  Arlofl  that  some 
pCAWsted  in  their  erroneous  custom.    And  St.  Jerome  tells  us 

Sl  CjT)ri»ii.  He  in  by  no  uioiuii*  trunlwortliy.  Ho  snja  that  St.  Augnntinfl 
wuulj  b«v«  cliiuifcftd  his  opltiioQ  >(  ho  hm\  ratui  Kuscbina.  Kow,  we  Vnow  from 
St.  Aaftulioe  tiimwtf  thkt  he  had  read  RufiDiia'  pa»phra.Ro  of  Euii«biuii.  And 
ttul  tmislalion  or  pMaphrauo  it  strontt^r  on  this  point  thau  EusetjiuB  himseU. 
■■••bins  njt  ooly  that  Stephen  '  bore  it  Tvrjr  ill,'  or  wu  %-ery  much  diapleaitad 
vitli  Cjpnan'B  rwistaticv.  Rufinua  taja  that  Stephen  thought  that  '  ni)itb«r 
wttt  ^uj  to  be  oomninntcalei)  with  who  rubaptiMt.'  8t.  AtucoMtlae  ilid  not 
fmriArr  that  BufirtTis'  heiffhtened  tnuislalion  juHiiAed  him  in  concInJinK  ui 
Mltal  * excommanicatio  major.*  Thvivforc  EoMbius'ii  milder  Unm  would  not 
liaT*  M  him  to  HUch  a  conclusion  (C(.  lioliand.  SerUi.  Aug.  3,  §  4). 

ICr.  Pull<«^«  aocuMtioo  iPrivi.   SS.  p.  327)  B{(ain>t  Utp  writer  of  theto 
w  ba»«d  on  a  iniar«prM«nt*Uon.     Kolhin^i  in  «aiil  about  thr.Africui 
m  Authoriiif -tii»  VMU^e  qaotod  rioters  to  titophen's  Htan^liIl^'  aloue. 
*  p.  lOlt.  *  C.  Ctae.  lib.  iii.  oa|>.  B. 
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tbat  the  African  bishops  themselves  *  iatsued  a  new  decree.' 
They  too  corrected  their  judgments.  What  St.  Cyprian  him- 
Bclf  did,  wliether  he  led  the  way  (as  is  prohablo)  in  the  direc- 
tion of  aiibmJRsion,  the  records  do  not  say.'  And  it  is  in 
reference  to  this  and  not  to  the  former  hicidents  that  Si. 
Augustine  spooks  of  some  documents  having  perished.  He 
thiuks  it  '  suitable '  (i.*?.  reasonable)  to  suppose  that  St. 
Cyprian  himself  corrected  his  error :  but  supposes  that  the 
records  of  this  may  have  been  destroyed  by  the  Donatiata.  If 
he  did  not  correct  his  error,  then,  says  St,  Augustine,  there 
was  his  martyrdom,  endured  within  the  unity  of  the  Church, 
which  be  had  the  grace  not  to  leave  ;  and  his  suffering  would 
have  washed  away  whatever  was  faulty  in  his  conduct  in  this 
matter.  St.  Ausostine,  with  the  most  tender  humility,  says 
that  he  deemed  it  better  to  pass  over  those  things  which 
Cyprian  poured  out  in  irritation  against  Stephen  ('  ea  prffl- 
terire  melius*).' 

The  whole  matter  is  admirably  summed  up  by  a  saint  who 
baa  a  spoclal  right  to  speak  on  such  a  subject. 

St.  Vincent  of  Lerius,"  the  author  of  the  golden  rule  that 
when  there  has  been  no  authoritative  decision  on  a  subject  of 
debate  the  faithful  should  see  what  has  been  held  '  by  all, 
everywhere,  and  always,*  writing  in  the  uext  centuryp  tluia 
describes  the  part  played  by  the  Pope  in  this  whole  matter. 

■  Hi.  AiiguEtine  dlstinotljr  uiya  tb*t  St.  Cjpri«n  not  oaly  tolerated  oth«n,  bat 
*irftBhiinsellloIc!rated'  ietipa»toleratuji€»l){De  Ii<ipl.W.O).  This  mart  r«f«r  to 
ft  timo  nibAoquenl  to  th^  third  coiinoil.  Ho  alsosftys  tbitt  St.  C/prian  'remaiaod 
ia  unitr  *ith  him  '—i.e.  BUtpbra— which  impliea  thai  there  was  r«eoooilJatian. 
St.  Aagostine  thinks  that  St.  Cyprian  might  easily  hare  yirided  even  to '  tms 
oUaring  tbo  tnilb  *  (i-s.  Stephen),  'which  perhaps  took  place '  {De  liapL  ii.  6). 

*  St.  Angustine  oonstdera  onlj  hiree  solnticmii  posoible:  (1)  that  Crprian 
A\A  not  say  all  that  he  is  qaoteil  as  having  said,  Ninoe  the  Dooatista  vet*  toad 
of  forging  doonmeots ;  or  (3)  St.  Crprian  ■  afterwards  corrected  thia  in  nnisoo 
with  tho  rule  of  truth:*  or  (3|  hii  great  poruoveranoo  (ptnwcranHtMhnt 
tenuil)  in  olingiog  to  the  unit;  of  the  Cburoh  oovcn>d  this  blot.  Bealdoa,  he 
■ayt '  there  is  this,  that,  aa  a  iDost  fruitfal  hoaRh,  the  Father  porgod  airaj 
whatever  thero  was  in  hiin  to  be  blntt»d  cot  by  the  sickle  of  his  paeaioa  '—iA. 
his  '  mart^doia'  {Bp.  xciii-  nd  Vin£tnt.). 

*  There  ia  eoini>tliij]g  vrrjr  aurprlsiiig  that  a  book  which  is  entitled  7*^ 
PtiTiiitivt  Saints  and  the  Setof  Homef\ioviiA  notoontain  one  solitary  refereiioe 
to  St.  Vinoent  of  Lerina,  who  has  jet  generall^r  been  considered  (thuugh 
wToaglj}  the  patron  saint  of  the  Aoglioan  theory  ol  nniveriial  cooseoL 
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'When  therefore  they  all  from  every  side  cried  out  against  the 
aovelty  of  the  thing '  (i.e.  rebaptising  those  who  Imd  received 
their  b&ptism  from  bereticB)  '  and  all  the  bishops  all  round 
began  to  resist  it  each  according  to  bis  ovrn  zeal,  then  Pope 
Btephen,  Prelnte  of  the  Apostolic  See,  together  with  his  col- 
K«,but  !»t>yoiul  the  rest,  withstood  [the  novelty],  thinking, 

•■M  I  presume,  that  it  would  be  proper  if  he  excelled  al)  the 
rasi  in  devotion  of  faith  as  much  as  he  Eurpassed  them  in 
anthority  of  place.*  And  *  what  then  was  tbo  upshot  of  the 
whole  hnftiness  ?  What  but  the  usunl  and  cjistomary  issue  ? 
Antiquity  waa  retained,  novelty  exploded." ' 

This  hoppy  conclusion  seems  to  have  been  reached  under 

.^e  6ucee«POT8  of  St.  Stephen.''  The  contest  was  abruptly 
itcd  by  the  storm  of  persecution  which  soon  broke  over 
the  Church.  In  a  few  months'  time  St.  Stephen  won  his 
martyr's  crown.  He  has  been  reckoned  a  saint  botli  by  tlie 
Kast  and  West,"  fie  is  described  as  a  *  huiy  and  prudent 
man  '  by  St.  Vincent  of  Lerins ;  and  St.  Augustine  \v«s  able 
to  challenge  the  iJonatists  to  find  a  flaw  in  his  episcopate.* 
Almighty  God  set  His  seal  on  his  sanctity  by  permitting 
mirwulous  effects  to  follow  from  his  remains,  which  now  lie 
iu  the  church  of  San  Kilvestro  in  Capito  in  the  Etmual  City,  a 
eborofa  vhich  bos  been  granted  for  the  special  use  of  om- 
CMboUe  fellow-coimtrjTnen.  Of  what  passed  during  the  first 
few  months  of  the  year  in  which  St.  Stephen  attained  to  his 
reward  ve  have  no  record.^    But  we  know  that  Si.  Cyprian 

'  Viae  l*T.  Comm/mit.  c.  9. 

*  IUcmI,  bom-fer,  who  is  appealed  to  u  a  kind  of  onalo  In  Prim.  Saints, 
f.tK,  imniriJtn  U  pouiUs  that  Uiia  look  place  id  SL  StepheD'a  HJttlmt-  He 
cooaMen  Natalia  AlBxaiwlui  mure  eognat  in  this  maUer  tbita  would  appeal 
txma  tbe  pUMafft  <innteil  b;  Mr.  Puller. 

■  In  th«  Gre«k  Church  "he  wu  lnTok«d  as  a  mitTtji  on  the  mmc  daj  aa  in 
tfaa  Wael,  but  al«o  on  ibe  tnlLowlDg  day.  or  on  Aiq{.  80  or  Hopl.  7.  In  a  rury 
III  CaaaUutinapolitau  codes  hs  it  spoken  o(  an  '  Die  holy,  Bacr»d  laartjr 
1,  Pope  ot  Rome.'  [lis  name  occurs  in  thi-  MenoloRy  of  lh«  Emperor 
tafl  (cL  BotJ.  S*r.  Aug.  3).  It  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  author  of  77m  Primi- 
SttinU  and  th4  Sf  of  Romt  ahonld  have  d«pTiv«d  of  his  crown  attv  wbo 
■cars  H  irilb  aooh  good  eredentiaU. 

*  'EpiMOpMuni  Ulibatum.' 

*  Some  irrilen  oomuder  Uiat  St.  DionjaiuH*  efforts  for  p«aea  wart  tb«ik 
ntaii  aod  wit*  laooMtfnl.    They  must  have  been  made  under  great  diffiouftim, 

(ba  lUtbop  of  Borne  aeeoia  (o  bare  been  under  persecution  for  sonio  months. 
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vr&s  in  full  ecclesiastical  intercourse  with  his  snccossor ;  and 
since  both  Eastern  ami  African  bishops  drop[)fld  their  dovbI 
castom  and  their  resistance  to  the  decision  of  Borne,  we  may 
assame  that  St.  Cjprtau  did  the  same. 

VII.  But  why  did  not  St.  Stt^phen  iaane  an  ex  caOwdrd 
decision  on  the  matter  of  faith,  and  bo  end  the  conteut  ?  It 
will  he  better  to  discuss  this  question  more  at  large  when  we 
come  to  consider  the  Council  of  Xiciea.  Meanwhile  it  may  be 
enough  to  reply  that  possibly  St.  Stephen  did  not  feel  that  he 
bakd  at  bis  disposal  those  means  to  which  the  promise  of 
divine  '  assistance '  ha»  beL^u  made  according  to  the  Vatican 
decree.  Infallibility  is  not  the  puwcr  of  stepping  forward  at 
any  moment  and  settling  a  question ;  it  ie  only  the  security  of 
divine  '  assistance  '  when  the  suecessor  of  St.  Peter  ie  led  to 
define.  He  does  not  bear  definitions  within  his  head  at  all 
time*,  ready  to  flash  out  at  a  moment's  notice ;  their  possi- 
bility  and  their  materials  Ue  in  the  circumsliinees  of  the 
Church.  St.  Stephen  felt  that  his  duty  lay  in  securing  the 
prevalence  of  the  right  practice ;  in  upholding  the  mercifnl 
view  which  ho  did  ;  in  risking  for  this  purpose  the  attachment 
of  &  great  bishop,  the  Primate  of  Africa,  to  the  unity  of  the 
Church.  He  probably  knew  that  the  attachment  of  a  Cyprian 
to  the  Catholic  Church  would  stand  the  strain,  as  it  did  ;  and 
he  could  leave  it  for  others  to  elucidate  the  difficult  tjuestiona 
which  had  arisen,  and  which  were  solved  by  the  general  life 
of  the  Church.  The  great  Archbishop  of  Alexantlria,  St. 
BionysiuB,  wrote  to  St.  Stephen's  nuccessor  for  guidance  on 
this  very  subject,  alleging  as  his  reason  for  writing  his  wish 
not  to  go  icrong}  He  thus  testified  to  the  confidence  which 
was  felt  in  the  guidance  of  the  Holy  Sec,  which,  indeed,  had 
now  piloted  the  Church  through  a  storm  more  terrible  than 
that  of  persecution.  It  sccurod  a  mode  of  discipline  which 
nearly  affected  the  very  idea  of  a  eacramcnt,  and  it  left  the 
fall  elucidation  of  the  matter  lo  the  thought  of  the  episcopate 
in  general.  Papal  infallibiUty  has  its  purposes  in  God's  gra- 
cious mercy ;  but  it  is  not  a  ihui^  ct  maehimi  under  all  circum- 
stances. The  present  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  has  noticed, 
and  I  fear  I  most  say  a  little  exaggerated,  the  odds  against 

•  Eu».  IL  E.  -Ai.  0. 
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Trbich  St.  Stephen  had  to  contend,  and,  whilst  considering 
that  Cyprian  was  not  actually  exc<>mraiinic«ted,  iittributes  the 
victory  of  Stephen  to  the  justice  of  his  cause.'  But  wo  may 
sec  more  than  that.  His  action  must  have  uncont^ciouflly  im- 
pressed upon  the  Church  the  trust  thiit  she  couJd  place  in  her 
God-given  pilot.  Not  that  she  could  have  stated  the  infnUi- 
hility  of  the  Pope  in  the  tenus  of  the  Vatican  decree,  but  that 
her  belief  in  it  was  there,  amidst  the  mass  of  her  convictions, 
mixed  up  with  her  general  sense  of  the  authority  of  the  suc- 
eeesor  of  Peter.  It  was  not  yet  separated  off  and  made  to 
live  before  her  consciousness  in  distinct  and  clear  outline,  for 
the  Church  does  not  live  by  theological  definitions,  however 
much  she  needs  them  in  viuw  of  emergent  error.  St.  Cyprian 
fought  against  a  particular  exercise  of  authority,  not  the 
authority'  in  principle ;  but  for  aught  we  know  he  ended  by 
recognising  the  security  of  its  shelter  even  iu  this  matter. 
His  can  hardly  be  a  test  ease,  because  history  deserts  ub  at 
the  critical  point.  But  we  may  believe  that  ere  he  won  his 
crown  he  may  have  entered  more  fully  into  the  meanmg  of 
oar  Lord's  words, 'I  am  with  yr>u  all  days,' as  he  contem- 
plated the  faith  of  the  Romans,  and  the  power  of  'the  chair 
of  Peter  and  the  sovereign  Church,  whence  episcopal  unity 
took  its  rise,'  to  bind  together  the  (.Imrch  in  unity  of  faith, 
even  though  it  involved  at  times  the  severity  of  a  father's 
lore. 

Bishop  FrepiKjl  thus  sums  the  matter  up  from  a  con- 
troversial point  of  view.  A  discuflsion  arises  in  Asia  Minor 
and  Africa  on  a  point  of  discipline,  in  regard  to  which  both  of 

parties  equally  appeal  to  aneipnt  cabtom.   The  (juestion  is 
and  touches,  on  the  one  hand,  the  notion  of  tlu*  Church; 
on  the  other,  the  general  theory  of  the  sacraments.     Two 

it  hifibops  resolve  it  in  an  erroneous  sense ;  around  them 
)p1c  adhere  to  their  opinion  ;  they  possess  the  prestige  of 

rledge  and  sanctity.    Further,  it  must  be  said,  then*  boIu- 

'tion  of  the  queatiou  has  sometliing  in  it   to   dazzle   men's 

inindti :  at  first  sight  it  seems  to  »afeguard  Catholic  unity, 

becaoso  it  traces  a  deeper  line  of  demarcation  between  heresies 

and  the  Church.    WcU,  it  needs  only  a  fow  lines  fiom  the  pen 

'  ShcU  of  Ohr.  Uioffr.  (Suiilb  and  Waoe).  art.  '  C>pn«n.' 
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of  the  Pope  to  overthrow  all  that  scaffolding  of  texts  and 
ByllogiBms.  The  partisans  of  innovation  may  resist  as  they 
please,  write  letter  after  letter,  assemble  conncils ;  five  lines 
from  the  sovereign  Pontiff  will  become  the  rule  of  conduct  for 
the  universal  Church.  Eastern  and  AMcan  bishops,  all  those 
who  at  first  had  rallied  round  the  contrary  opinion,  will  retrace 
their  steps,  and  the  whole  Catholic  world  will  follow  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Bishop  of  Borne.  If  there  is  in  this  an  argument 
against  the  supremacy  of  the  Pope,  we  can  desire  nothing 
better  than  that  our  opponents  should  discover  many  similar 
ones  in  their  historical  studies. 


I.  Tbere  is  another  incident  in  the  life  of  the  third  cen- 
tury \rhich  gives  us  au  important  glimpse  into  the  relationship 
that  existed  between  Bomu  and  the  rest  of  the  Church.  It 
occurred  at  a  time  when  the  Bishop  of  Bomo  and  the  BiBbop 
of  Alexandria  were  of  the  same  name — ^namely,  Dionysins. 
They  were  both  saints,  and  we  are  indebted  to  a  third  saint 
for  an  acoonnt  of  the  correspondence  that  took  place  between 
them — namely,  Saint  Athanasius. 

But  to  understand  the  full  bearing  of  the  incident  to  which 
I  allude,  it  will  be  necessary  to  bear  in  mind  what  wc  know  of 
the  relationship  between  Rome  and  Alexandria  fiom  other 
sources. 

Now,  no  one  supposes  tliat  the  Holy  See  could  have  often 
intervened  directly,  at  such  a  period  aa  the  third  t-entury,  in 
the  affairs  of  the  various  provinces  throughout  the  world. 
We  know,  indeed,  from  St.  Jerome  that  in  the  next  century 
its  action  was  felt  over  the  whole  Christian  Church  in  various 
ways.  But  considering  the  nature  of  intercommunication  in 
those  times  this  could  only  be  occasional.  What  actually 
happened  was  as  follows. 

The  '  keys '  were  originally  given  to  St.  Peter,  bnt  the 
College  of  Apostles  was  presently  associated  with  him — each 
one  of  them  with  immediate  nniversal  jurisdlctiou  from  onr 
Lord,  and  each  secure  of  divine  assistance  In  promulgating 
the  faith  delivered  to  the  Apostolic  College,  which  consisted  of 
Peter  (their  head)  'and  the  rest.''  Their  infallibility  was 
oeeeaoarj  for  tbe  function  they  had  to  pertorm,  that  of  beiug 
the  first  founders  of  Christian  Chnrches.    It  was  not  needed 

'  Acts  ii.  37. 
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after  litis,  and  never  claimed  by  tiieir  successors,  with  ona 
esception — viz.  the  succtssor  of  St.  Peter.  They  went  out 
into  the  wide  world  and  founded  sees,  without  occupying 
them  themselves.  Being  each  of  tbem  coniirmed  in  grace 
and  infollililo,  the  position  of  subordination  which  they 
occapiod  in  rr^gard  to  St.  Peter  was  never  emphasised  as  is 
the  case  where  there  is  opposition  or  rebelhon.  They  left  to 
the  Churches  which  they  founded  the  deposit  of  truth  which, 
they  bore  with  them  from  Jerusalem.  They  had  no  snccesaors'l 
in  their  apostolate,  in  its  fuhiess.  The  apoetoiatf^ — which  is 
of  the  essence  of  the  government  of  the  Church — lapsed  at 
length  in  each  case  into  the  bauds  of  one  see,  which  remained 
for  all  time  '  the  Apostolic  See.'  The  rest  of  tho  Apostles 
were  succeeded  by  bishops,  and  their  sees,  although  apostolic 
in  origin,  were  no  longer  apostolic  in  the  full  sense  of  the 
term,  having  no  longer  that  immediate  universal  jurisdiction, 
and  that  infallibility  in  delivering  the  deposit,  which  was  the 
peculiarity  of  the  ai>ostolate.  They  could  thus  1>e  called 
apostolic,  but  in  a  subordinate  sense,  and  they  very  soon 
ceased  to  be  so  called  at  all.  The  whole  Christian  world 
understood  what  was  meant  by  *  the  Apostolic  See.*  St.  Yin- 
cent  of  Lerins,  in  a  passage  quoted  Bbove,  does  not  think  it 
necessary  to  do  more,  when  speaking  of  Borne,  than  to  call  it 
'  the  Apostolic  See.' 

"Whilst  the  Apostles,  as  a  rule,  left  no  successors  of  their 
universal  jurisdiction  and  of  their  inlallibiUty,  there  was  one 
exception.  It  was  not  St.  James,'  whose  see  occupied  at  the 
0>tmcil  of  Nice  a  subonliuate  position.  It  was  St.  Peter, 
whose  sec  was  assumed  at  that  council  to  possess  the  Primacy.* 

That  primacy  was,  in  print-iple,  as  has  already  appeared, 
and  as  will  appear  still  more  plainly  when  we  come  to  llio 
Cotincils  of  Ephcsus  and  Chak-cdon,  all  that  it  is  now  in  the 
hands  of  Leo  XUI. 

II.  IJut  in  point  of  (act  the  bishops  who  immedinlely 
succeeded  the  Apostles,  scattered  as  they  were  throughout  the 

■  Htgeidppaa  my»  of  tlio  fint  Bubops  of  J«niMl«Q ;  «p»iry«£»rw  wJntt  fa> 
itXi|«i«  Ai  ^fnuf*t  mil  Arlt  fi^uvt  tsS  Kvpiov  (£o8.  iI.E.  ui,  83).  Ho  ia  ipfnlung 
of  Palestine,  not  ot  the  Cburch  erajwhcn. 

*  Cf.  flfa.  u.  p.  168. 
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world,  enjoyed  a  certain  raeafiure  of  antonomy  fta  a  matler  of 
neceBsity.  It  vas  owing  to  physical  circumstances  that  they 
were  in  any  measure  externally  separated,  and  not  from  any 
idea  of  the  value  of  '  epiHcopiiI  indcpf-n^lence.'  \Vlieii  Africa, 
in  the  next  centary,  pleaded  for  a  court  of  tirst  instance  of  a 
more  sati^ifactory  nature,  wlucb  would  dimiiiiBh  Ih^iT  utteud- 
ance  at  Borne,  it  \\&»  not  nith  a  view  of  cutting  them^elvc-B 
off  from  Rome  but  of  dealing  with  the  witnesses  themselves 
in  the  first  instance,  at  tirst  hand  and  on  the  B[>ot.  As  a 
matter  of  fuel  tho  letter  in  whirh  tliiu  umttcr  is  (if  it  is 
genuine)  most  nrgently  pleaded,  was  signed  by  a  bishop  who 
had  at  that  very  time  lod<(ed  an  appeal  at  Rome  against  bis 
aaperior  bishop  ;  i^o  that  he  could  not  have  been  supirarting 
episcopal  Independence  of  Rome. 

Such  an  idea  is,  indeed,  foreign  to  the  very  idea  of  a 
kingdom,  such  as  in  those  days  they  held  the  Church  to  be. 
And  throughout  the  world,  however  autonomouB,  from  the 
stress  of  circumstances,  distant  provinces  might  remain, 
inter  communication  waa  kept  up  by  epigtota  JormaUe,  or 
letters  of  communion,  betvteeu  all  parts  of  the  Body  of  Christ. 
To  be  outside  the  circle  of  Christian  life  emhraoeil  by  these 
litertB  formata  was  equivalent  to  being  no  longer  within  the 
Christian  Chorch.  There  was  no  idea  of  an  underlying  unity 
when  there  was  external  separation  of  a  formal  and  final 
diaract*r.  St.  Cyprian  expressly  repudiates  the  idea.  They 
knew  of  one  Church,  one  only  Church,  numerically  one — not 
many,  eeparated  one  from  the  other,  and  never  communicating 
at  each  other's  altars.' 

But  when,  through  the  withdrawal  of  the  ^a^«r^a  of  in- 
faUibiUty  which  the  Apostlee  each  enjoyed,  any  doubt  arose 
in  the  Churches  as  to  whether  a  biBhop  was  handbig  on  with 
accurate  fidelity  the  deposit  of  truth  communicated  by  the 
apostolic  founder  of  a  Church  (or  cluster  of  Churches),  then 
St.  Ireneua'  rule  came  into  force.  The  natmal  thing  would 
be  to  compare  the  teaching  with  that  of  the  nearest  Apostohc 
Church,  and  tinatly,  if  need  arose  (or  at  once,  if  opportunity 

'  ConimumoQ  mifilil  bo  temporarily  suspended,  as  it  vr&s  for  thirty-flvo 
an  duiiiig  tlm  Acaniuii  Bcliinn,  but  iu  Mudi  custis  it  is  clear  that  it  was  goa- 
iiMtnn.  anil  not  ■  perfected  breach. 
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oecuxretl,  or  the  occasion  called  for  it)  wilb  the  Cbarcb  of 
Rome,  with  which  it  wils  necessary  to  agree,  said  St.  Irenteus, 
oh  poU'ttthrein  prindjMitUatem,  because  of  her  more  poverful 
principality.  And  as  the  lapse  uf  time  separated  men  b-om 
the  (lays  of  the  Apostles,  they  looked  more  aud  more  u>  the 
permanent  Apostle  of  the  ChriHtian Church,  tlieone  predetiliued 
Beat  of  infallibility  and  uniTersal  jarisdiction.  It  re<tuired 
the  fortunes  of  time  to  bring  out  the  powei-s  of  her  '  Apostle.' 
I3ut  Kuch  tlie  occupant  of  the  See  of  Borne  was  from  the  first 
— not  as  confirmed  in  grace,  nor  possessing  inspiration,  but  as 
secured  from  error  by  sijeuial  divine  assistance  under  ceiiain 
circumtitances  of  his  t«achiug. 

The  amount,  therefore,  of  intervention  on  the  part  of  the 
Holy  See  iu  the  affairs  of  the  Church  might  be  expected  U) 
inereaflo  with  the  growth  of  the  means  of  intercommunication. 
Nothing  in  the  history  of  the  Churcli  up  to  this  hour  has  gon« 
beyond  the  principle  involved  in  Bt.  Clement's  letter  to  the 
Church  at  Corinth.  But  the  principle  has  expres&ed  iteelf 
more  vividly  and  widely  with  the  expansion  of  tlic  Church. 
And  the  measure  of  autonomy  forced  upon  tlie  scattered  com* 
munitiea  of  the  early  Church  during  the  days  of  persecution 
vould  naturally  give  way  to  increasing  centralisation,  aa  the 
poHsibilities  of  exhibiting  lior  law  of  unity  multiplied. 

111.  Meanwhile  that  external  unity  which  is  a  note  of  the 
Church  was  being  matured  iu  the  circles  of  Christian  com- 
munities  which  were  nearest  to  the  centre  of  unity.  The 
Bishop  of  Rome  and  his  council  of  bishops  formed  the  first 
and  central  knot.  But  from  the  first  there  was  a  wider  circle, 
embracing  a  large  jwrtlon  of  the  East,  distinctly  gathered 
round  this  centre.  Three  great  sees  appear  in  the  early 
Church,  each  of  them  counting  St.  Peter  as  the  head  of  their 
catalogue  of  bishops.  Each  of  them  was  a  See  of  Peter,  fcv 
at  one  (Antioch)  St.  Peter  himself  resided  tf-mpnrarily,  and  to 
the  other  (Alexandria)  he  had  sent  his  disciple  St.  Mark, 
whilst  he  lived  for  a  longer  period,  and  died,  at  Borne.  These  < 
two  sees,  therefore,  occupied  quite  a  miiquo  position  in  Chris- 
tian history.  In  the  language  of  St.  Gri^ory  they  were,  with 
the  Se«  of  Home,  the  three  measures  of  meal  which  the 
woman  took  and  leavened  the  wliole.    They  appeared  al 
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Nice  with  prerogativoa  nhich  were  left  untouched,  a«  being 
'  ancient/  Each  of  tbese  sees  occuijicd  from  a  secular  point 
of  view  a  great  cential  position,  but  ctu^h  of  ihein  traced  ite 
real  glory  in  the  Christian  covenant  to  its  coimectiou  with 
the  Prince  of  tJie  Apostles. 

The  Cliurch,  then,  vnis  not  as  many  soem  to  imagine,  all 
but  luvurti-brate  in  tliat  third  century,  hut  was  alreti4y  highly 
orgaaisi-d.  There  was  no  such  thing  as  episcopal  indej>en- 
dence.  The  two  commanding  sees  of  Antioch  and  Alexandria, 
vith  their  immense  provinces  of  subordinate  sees,  as  soon  as 
ihey  come  into  the  full  light  of  history^  appear  iu  a,  relation- 
ship of  subordination  to  Rome.  For  Instance,  in  the  luttt-r 
half  of  the  third  century  Alexandria  conductwl  herself  on  a 
meet  important  occasion  as  iu  such  a  relationship,  urnJor  the 
following  circumstances. 

rV'.  The  Sabellian  heresy  bad  sprung  up  in  the  regiou  of 
Fentapolis,  which,  as  we  know  from  the  6tb  ^icene  Canon, 
belonged  to  the  '  Grc-ater  Metropolitanate '  (or.  as  it  was  after- 
wards calleJ,  '  the  Putriurcdrntt ')  of  Alexandria. 

The  Patriarch  St.  Dionysius  had  on  a  previous  occaeicn 
written  to  Pope  Xystus  II.  on  the  subject  of  rebaptiem, 
gLving  sa  his  reusoJi  for  writing,  '  that  I  way  not  err '  (Euseb. 
'Hist-  Eccl.'  vii.  9).  He  now  wrote  to  Xyslus'  successor, 
named  also  Dionysius,  to  inform  him  of  the  fact  that  the 
Sabellian  heresy  had  emerged  under  his  rule.  And  at  the 
«aue  time  he  wrote  to  two  of  the  Egyptian  bibhops.  In  his 
letters  to  these  bishops  he  laid  great  stress  on  the  reality  of 
oar  Lord's  humanity.  This  caused  certain  persons  iu  the 
Province-  not  merely  (as  Canon  Bright  expresses  it ')  *  some 
Africtins,'  bat  '  brothien,'  probably  bishops  *  of  the  diocese  '  of 
Alexandria — to  suspect  him  of  leaning  towards  the  Arian 
rberesy.  Aiid  iu  consetjucnce  the  Aiiaus  afterwards  quoted 
him  88  on  their  side.  St.  Athanasius,  in  u  gniphic  account 
of  the  whole  matter,  indignantly  repudiates  the  accusation 

*  *  Hw  •p|>Gftl  or  x|iplication  lo  i  Biahop  of  Bome  on  the  put  of  sonui 
Atriaun.'  Jkc,  (Brii;;bt'i  ItonutH  Claim*  Uited  by  Antiquity,  p.  !))■ 

*  It  iM^^iuibit.  but  uiiliktily,  tbttt  pure  presbTters  would  thus  Appeal  fitrftight 
lo  Bont ;  UiA^  u  tba  wofd  frequently  awd  of  biBboiM  in  Lli«  AUiana&iiui 
Ittentar*. 

'  la  Itw  Mrly  aenite  ot  that  word. 
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thnfl  levelled  against  Iiia  saintly  predecessor.  He  tc-lls  ilieni 
in  a  znagnificeut  letter  exactly  what  happened.  The  offended 
'brethren'  (or  lishopB)  in  tboir  zoat  for  orthodoxy  reported 
Uietr  archbishop  to  tho  Bishop  of  Uomc,  who  at  once  wrote  a 
letter  on  the  subject  of  Sabollianism  and  Arianism,  adjusting 
the  bakuice  of  truth  which  these  opposite  heresies  Tariously 
dbturbcd.  He  also  wrote  to  the  Archbishop  of  Alexandria 
for  him  to  uxplnin '  what  exactly  it  was  for  which  he  was 
accuKed,  on  the  ^ound  that  as  the  coinplainanta  not  having 
explained  it,  he  was  in  thtj  dark.  St.  Dionysiua,  in  no  way 
rcsontiiig,  but  rather  wtlcuining,  the  '  inLerfereiice'  of  the 
Pope,  at  once  sent  a  letter  to  His  Holiness,  saying  that 
another  was  to  follow,  that  the  Pope  might  not  think  him 
dilatory  in  clearing  himself  from  the  accusation,  however 
vague.  HiB  reply  way  sutheient.  And  St.  Athanaaiua  tellfl 
the  Arians  that  they  have  only  succeeded  in  forj'iuK  a  weapon 
against  themseivea  in  quoting  St.  Dionysius  of  Alexandria  in 
their  favour.  '  For  they  havo  brought  two  things  into  pro- 
miueuce :  firHt.  that  Dionysius  of  Alexandria  having  cleared 
himself,  they  havo  him  against  them ;  and  secondly,  the  taci 
of  Dionysins  [the  Pope]  having  written  as  he  did  against  those 
who  say  tliat  the  Son  of  God  is  a  creature,  shows  that  not 
now  [i.e.  in  the  days  of  St.  Athanasius]  for  the  tirst  time,  but 
long  ago  {iiciraXai)  their  heresy  had  been  anathenMiiKed  by  all.' ' 

Here,  then,  is  the  principle  of  appeal  at  work  conceruing 
an  Archbishop  of  Alexandria  to  the  iJishup  of  Home ;  here  is 
another  instaiieo  of  the  unvaryuig  orthodoxy  of  the  oocnpanls 
of  the  Holy  See;  and  here,  again,  is  an  instance  of  how  tlie 
Church  was  governed  on  the  fiuhjcct  of  the  Homoonsion  long 
years  before  the  Council  of  Nice.  Si.  Dionysius  the  Pope,  as 
fiiipremc  guardian  of  the  faith,  had  ruled  .Arianism  oat  of 
coart  long  before  that  council  liad  met.  The  Arian  doctrine. 
had,  sa^  St  Athanattius,  been  '  anathematised  by  all.' 

V.  In  the  same  century  the  relutionbhip  of  liomo  to  th( 
third  Peirinc  See  (that  of  Antioch)  wus  em]diasiaed  througli 


'  SqXwtfiu.  llUhap  P«oj«on*H  Buggostion  ^i^AffaM)  iIugs  not  »ium«  witfa  llw 
oouru)  of  erenU  kb  nurol^il  In  the  loiDe  pAn^iraph.  Anil  tliera  Beenu  no 
uotivo  (or  th*  auge«*tion  exoepl  that  it  geU  rid  of  an  Awltward  f*ot. 

'  Sl  Ubua.  ia  StnUntia  Ditmysii. 
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the  obstinate  rofiistance  of  its  bii^linp  to  tlie  ruling  of  no  less 
than  three  ^ynoda.  Paul  of  tii\tuo(>ata  (so  uallud  from  bis 
birthplace)  Imd  denied  the  Divinity  of  our  Lord  and  the  per- 
fKinaUty  of  the  Logos.  The  Logos,  according  to  this  bifiliop's 
heretical  teaching,  was  only  the  DiWno  wisdom  infused  into 
thf  man  Jenns  of  Nazareth,  wlio  was  therefore  called  the  Son 
of  God.  Uis  i>OBition  as  Bishop  of  ^Vulioch  and  hia  great 
ability  were  sufficient  to  alarm  and  disturb  the  whole  Euatem 
Church.  The  Bishops  of  Syria,  Palestine,  and  Asia  Minor 
assembled  in  syuod  in  the  year  264  and  condemned  his 
teaching.  Paul  promised  amendment  in  some  respects,  in 
others  he  denied  the  charges.  A  seootid  synod,  however,  had 
to  meet  in  consequence  of  his  continued  heterodoxy,  and  then 
a  third,  and  he  was  ultimately  deposed  and  excommunicated. 
Bui  ho  refused  to  give  up  the  opiAcapal  pnlace  to  Domnus  his 
EQcceflsor,  and  the  biHhopR  appealed  to  the  emperor  to  enforce 
their  decision.  Aurelian,  who  was  the  emperor,  decided  that 
whoever  received  letters  from  the  Bishops  of  Italy '  and  the 
Bishop  of  Bome  mnst  have  the  episcopal  residence.  liomo 
gave  its  letters  to  Domnus,  and  Paul  was  extruded. 

Now  it  may  be  eatd  that  it  was  very  natural  for  the 
Emperor  of  Rome  to  exalt  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  and  if  it  were 
not  for  the  historical  context  in  which  this  method  of  sohi'ng 
n  dispute  between  bishops  occurred,  one  might  easily,  with 
Gibbon,  set  it  dowu  to  a  natural  desire  on  the  part  of  a 
heathen  emperor  to  draw  all  matters,  Christian  as  well  as 
civil,  to  one  centre.  But  not  even  a  heathen  emjieror  wonld 
try  to  appease  a  ijuarrel  amongst  Oriental  bishupt^  by  a  mode 
of  action  alien  to  their  ideas  of  propriety,  such  as  IhiH  would 
have  been  on  any  but  the  Papal  theory.  But  the  imperial 
settlement  occurred  in  that  same  second  century  of  the 
Church's  life,^  in  which  St.  Victor  had  acted  as  one  who  hud 
the  right  to  determine  the  conditions  of  inherence  in  the 
common  miity;  in  which  St.  Irensjua  said  that  all  Churches 
must  resort  to,  or  agree  with,  the  Church  of  Rome  becauso  of 
her  more  powerful  priuciiHilship ;  in  which  on  emperor  had 
exjircBHed  his  fear  of  a  bishop  at  Borne  as  of  a  rival  to  his 
own  position  of  authority  ;  in  which  the  Bishop  of  Borne 

'  >  Ibe  Papal  Ctituittory :  ol.  p.  121.        >  CoiujUng  Irom  P«DteooBt. 


124 


FROM  ANTIOCU. 


AJ>.  90 


had  temporarilj  settled  the  qnestion  of  the  rebaptisation  of 
heretics,  pendiog  a  general  council,  relying  avowedly  on  hb 
Bucccseion  to  Peter  ;  the  centary  in  which  another  Bishop  of 
Borne  bad  received  au  appeal  aj;;ain8t  the  Bishop  of  AJex- 
aiidria,  uud  the  liitter  had  proceeded  ut  once  to  clear  himself 
from  tha  charge  of  heroey — all  these  witneBBing  to  a  general 
conviction  on  the  part  of  bishops  and  PojKia  that  the  '  chair 
of  Peter '  was  the  normal  centre  of  the  Christian  Chui'ch,  and 
luaking  it  natural  for  an  emperor  who  wished  to  see  peac« 
restored,  to  refer  the  matter  to  the  Pope  and  his  council  as 
the  recognised  ai-hiter  of  Christian  disputes. 

The  emperor  was  just  then  at  Antioch,  after  his  victory 
over  Zcnobia,  and  seveiily  Iiishops  had  decided  a4;ainRt  the 
Patriarch  Paul.  It  would  therefore  have  heen  natural  for  the 
emperor  to  settle  the  matter  at  once  in  favour  of  Douuius, 
had  he  not  scon  that  it  could  be  settled  hy  a  higher  cccle^ 
siastical  authority  in  accordance  with  the  rnlea  of  the  Christi&Q 
community.  It  is  reasonable  to  suppoBO  that  either  the 
bishops  at  Antioch  themselves  suggested  the  reference  to 
Borne  as  the  final  court,  as  liatleriiii  suggests,  or,  as  the 
Gallican  Fleury  supposes,  that  '  it  was  sufficiently  notorious 
even  to  the  heathen  that  the  true  religion  of  the  Christian 
body  lay  in  communion  with  the  Ilontan  Church.' '  Tho  Jndg* 
meuts  of  Rome  wore  invariably  passed  in  synod — in  a  synod 
not  of  all  the  Itahan  bishops,  but  of  a  select  number,  varying 
according  to  circumstance.  They  wore  the  normal  organ  of 
Papal  decisions.  To  this  s^iiod  the  emperor  had  the  matter 
referred,'  for,  says  Bossuet,  he  had  noticed  that  the  Christian 
body  was  contained  within  the  communion  of  the  Bomau 
Bishop.'  Accordmgly  Eusehius  praises  the  action  of  iho 
emperor  as  '  most  religious.*  * 

Thus  in  those  primitive  days  no  idea  of  the  independence 
of  national  Churches  seems  to  have  entered  the  mind  of  the 
Christian  communi^.      The  whole    Chnrch  was    one  vast 


'  Hut.  torn.  ii.  lib.  8,  c.  8. 

*  ThrviW{tiuul  tbu  whole  biitoc7  of  the  Churob  ap  to  tbU  d»j  the  ropM 
have  been  aootuioined  to  ad  in  ooooBrt  with  •oow  kini)  of  toanUtmj. 

■  ViuouTt  tur  I'Hitt- unit: 

*  Ktift.  U.  E.  Tii.  SO :  MtAimra  r«rl  to*  wjurr^M  Itilk-^t, 
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brotherhood,  mih  its  relations  of  in tcrdcpen douce  botwcon 
the  varioaa  ceutros  or  sees.  Aud  all  tended  upwards  to  one 
common  centre,  which  appeared  as  such,  as  tbe  need  of  a 
eentnil  authority  made  itself  felt,  and  tlie  iioBeibilitius  of  its 
ex<:-rtmg  ita  influence  increaeed.  liomc,  Alexandria,  and 
Antioch  gradaally  emerge  as  tliree  distinct  and  gi-ejiter 
centres ;  whilst  between  tliemaelves  an  order  is  observed  whitb 
place's  each  of  these  Eastern  sees  in  a  relation  of  aubordinatiou 
to  the  West,  that  is  the  See  of  the  one  Eternal  (lity,  destined 
to  be  such  by  virtue  of  her  relationship  to  the  Priuoe  of  the 
Apostles. 

VI.  And  if  we  ask  why  Alexandria  took  prect^dence  of 
Antioch,  the  answer  is  to  be  found,  not  merely  in  its  civil 
position,  but  in  the  law  originally  laid  down  by  our  Lord  in 
sending  His  AjKisttea  throngh  the  world.  Thoy  were  to  ro 
first  to  the  Jews.  Avcordiii^ly  tbt-y  went  first  to  thoeo  cities 
in  which  the  greater  number  of  Jews  resided,  making  them 
the  centre  of  their  operatioiia.  Thus  the  extension  of  the 
Church  followed  the  framework  of  the  Jewish  organisation, 
rather  than,  as  some  appear  to  imagine,'  merely  the  civil 
order.  As  the  Jewish  Sanhodrini  in  Palestine  received  their 
jurifidiction  from  tho  central  biiroaa  at  Jerusalem,  so  the 
Christian  communities,  compoBed  of  Jewish  converts,  so  long 
u  they  continued  to  be  so  composed,  owned  Jerusalem  as 
tfaoir  metropolis  ;  but  wben,  as  Dr.  DoIIinger  has  i)oiut€<I  out 
in  Ilia  admirable  summary  of  the  growth  of  the  metropoUtical 
■ystem,  these  Churches  were  destroyed  under  Adrian,  and  a 
new  Church,  composed  mainly  of  converts  from  paganism,  was 
formed  at  X.\ia,,  the  metropoliticat  jurisdiction  in  Palestine 
was  transferred  to  Ciesarca,  whose  Church  took  precedence  of 
.•Elia  owing  to  it«  apostolical  foundation.  It  had  been  founded 
by  8t.  Peter  in  the  conversion  of  Cornelius,  the  first  Pagan 
who  embraced  Chris liaiiity.' 

The  same  principle  explains  the  order  of  Alexandria  in 
the  gradation  of  sees.     St.  Peter  sent  his  disciple  St.  Mark 

'  E^r-  Ur.  Puller,  in  h»  Primitive  Saints,  tte.  p.  18  $(q.,  ud  tho  Blsbop 
Ol  Lioflolo  in  fail  pr«faoe,  p.  xv. 

•  P6lliiie«r*«  Biat.of  tht  Chttnh.  Period  1.  oh.  iii.  g  S.    6oe  Uw  whole 
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thither,  and  was  thus  held  to  have  been  ite  roal  founder.  It  waa 
the  largest  cpntro  of  Jews  outsidn  Judrca  ;  ita  ftthiiarch  took 
precedence  of  lill  other  heads  of  the  Jewish  people  in  their 
dispersion,  and  coaBequeutly  it  tools  precedcneo  even  of 
Antiocli,  also  a  Petrine  see.'  And  its  metropolitical  jariadic- 
tion,  confirmod  by  the  Nicene  fathers  as  having  oxistod  from 
the  beginnuiK,  covered,  not  tho  political,  but  the  Jewish  di^-i- 
sion.  The  Bishop  of  Alexandria  held  sway  over  the  Pentajwha 
and  Libya,  which  politically  l>elonged  to  the  African,  not  to 
the  Kgj'ptian  province.  The  area  of  bis  jiurisdiction  was  tliua 
conterminous  with  that  of  the  Jewish  cthnarcb,  not  of  tho 
imperial  preff^ct  or  proconsul.'  Rorao  vioe  the  centric  of 
Jewish  life  in  the  West,  and  in  Home  St.  Peter  abode,  with 
intervals  of  absence,  for  twenty-five  years,  and  tbithcr  came 
also  the  great  ApuBtle  of  the  Gentiles,  whose  name  was  to  be 
for  ever  linked  with  that  of  St.  Peter  in  the  prayers  and 
thonghts  of  the  Christian  world,  in  regard  to  the  Eternal  City. 
As  a  matter  of  fact  the  centres  of  Jewish  life  were  also  the 
centres  of  political  grandeur  ;  and  it  was,  we  may  say,  in  tho 
providence  of  God  that  on  the  division  of  the  Boman  Empire 
the  constitution  of  the  Church  rarely  crossed  or  overlapped 
the  articulation  of  the  civil  order.  ]iut  In  principle  it  raij^ht 
on  any  occasion,  as  it  actnatly  did  in  the  case  of  BasUinopoha 
At  the  Conncil  of  Chalcedon.  Ordinarily,  however,  the  poli- 
tical centre  would  naturally  form  the  ecclesiastical  metropolis, 
H8  there  could  he  no  fresh  Apostolical  fonndation.  Eventually 
no  Apostolical  see  presented  a  permanent  and  an  inter  rupt<'d 
succession,  save  only  the  See  of  Ht.  Peter.  Alexandria  and 
Antioch  were  destined  to  be  submerged  in  the  troubles  of  the 
Church,  and  to-day  Rome  alone  of  all  sees  in  the  world  can 
trace  her  line  of  descent  straight  up  to  an  Apostle. 

*  Bo  BL  AmtrroBe,  when  Insisting  on  Uie  truth  that  it  i»  tbn  Hoi;  SpUit 
who  eleuiiuM  the  loul,  the  Church  being  Hut  in«trniDi>iil,  ratiit  tbrongh  the  t»tm 
in  order, '  It  vna  not  Dnmoxiu'  (Bithop  of  Rome)  *th«t  clftuued.  it  wu  noi 
Peter'  (Bbliop  of  Aleuuidriaf,  'it  wm  not  AmbroM'  (Biiihop  of  UU»n), 'it  was 
not  Gregory  '  (UiKhop  of  OuiiKtaiilinoplef.  Ha  omits  Anlioob  beouifte  ol  its 
tronble  aboni  it^i  biahopH  (l>e  Spir.  Sancto,  lib.  L  a.  lH). 

■  Ur.  Pnller  {Prim.  SS'  p.  14  ifq.)  Aot»  not  Mem  to  bare  leallMd  tbia: 
haaoe  the  nniloe  streas  which  ho  hae  taid  on  tb«  civil  position  ol  Lhr^ai 
On«  dosa  not  aee  ou  what  grounda.  aoooolxug  to  bit  tluwr}-,  CaalcrbtuT' ' 
pnoodanoa  ot  London. 
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The  'Witness  op  the  Popes  coNCEnsiNo  tubiii  OmoE. 

But  before  going  further  it  will  be  well  to  couaider  an 
argomeDt  vhich  has  beon  much  insisted  on  of  late.  It  hns 
been  said  on  behalf  of  the  Au(;lican  position :  '  Onr  contention 
is  that  the  idea  of  a  divinely  appointed  Bupremaey  over  the 
whole  Church,  as  &  preroKiitive  of  the  Roman  Sec,  arose  very 
largely  ont  of  the  exorbitant  c-laimH  made  by  the  Popes.  It 
follows  that  exaggerated '  claims  in  favour  of  the  Papacy,  when 
they  oc«ur  in  the  writings  of  the  Popes  or  of  other  persons 
living,  80  to  speak,  in  a  Papal  atmosphere,  and  when  they 
stand  in  marked  contrast  nith  the  general  teac-btng  of  the 
Fathers  and  Doctors  of  tho  Church,  cannot  be  ijuoted,  at  any 
rate  controversially,  on  the  Papal  aide.  fVf  regard  them  as 
the  proofs  of  Papal  ambition.  In  connection  with  this  subject 
it  is  surely  permissible  to  refer  in  all  reverence  to  our  Lord's 
awn  words,  "  If  I  bear  witness  of  myself,  my  witness  is  cot 
true  "  (St.  John  v.  31).' '  And  again,  *  No  candid  person  will 
press  statements  about  St.  Pet-er  written  by  Koman  Popes  or 
by  Antiochene  Fathers.' ' 

It  will  lie  well,  before  proceeding  to  consider  the  witness 
of  the  fourth  century,  to  examine  the  value  of  tlie  above  state- 
ment. And  I  shall  begin  with  the  passage  quoted  from  Holy 
Seriptttre. 

Our  Blessed  Lord  had  been  bearing  witness  coneerning 
Himself.  He  had  called  ITiuJself  the  Son  of  God ;  He  had 
said  that  He  wa£  alwut  to  raise  the  dead,  and  to  judge  the 
whole  of  the  human  race.  Those  who  saw  in  the  tone  of 
anthority  with  which  He  spake  au  evidence  of  the  truth  which 
He  delivered  were  amongst  the  very  elect  of  God.  But, 
although  what  He  said  was  strictly  true.  He  vouchsafed  to 
add  another  testimony  to  His  own,  and  so  to  make  His 
witness  to  Himself  complete  and  formally  true.  accortUng  to 
the   received   notions  of  legal   testimony.      He  accordingly 

■  iir.  Puller  rxplainn  what  hp  means  b;  €xa{;;rcmt«i)  claimn  in  the  opoomg  o( 
hia  fnfsce  (j>.  xxvi).  vix.  '  th«  clnitii  tct  a  iaiirviiiaey  or  |irimiM7  °f  jari«diotioa 
Mftof  dlviiw  hgbL' 

■  J'nmilitie  SainU,  itc.  p.  97,  note  3.  ■  Ibid,  p.  128. 


^ 


OUK  UJHU'S   WITNESS. 


AJ>.  96 


roferre<l  them  to  the  u-itness  of  the  Baptist,  who,  aa  an 
acknowledged  prophet,  was  to  them  aii  accredited  witness, 
saauning  up  the  tegtimoD}*  of  the  Jewish  teaching  Chnrch. 
The  Baptist  had  home  the  same  vitne&ii  by  the  river  Jordan 
as  our  Lord  had  now  borne  concerning  Hinist-lf. 

Onr  Lord,  therefore,  rested  His  claim  to  their  acct-ptaneo 
on  two  groundi),  His  own  witness  and  that  of  the  Baptist,  the 
two  together  satisfying  the  formal  requirements  of  their  Law. 
To  iris  own  it  was  enough  that  He  •  spake  with  authority '  in 
a  way  that  none  had  ever  done,  touchin};  chords  of  their 
hearts  which  no  jwwer  had  be<n  able  thus  to  sweep  with  the 
hand  of  a  master,  proclaiming  HuMflelf  the  real  authorof  their 
inmost  being.  St.  Peter,  when  our  Lord  appealed  to  the 
twelve  as  to  whether  tliey  would  leave  Ilim.  replied  at  once, 
•  Lord,  to  whom  shall  we  go  ?  Tlion  hast  the  words  of  eternal 
life.' '  There  was  a  richness,  a  fulness,  in  His  teaching  that 
met  tho  imjiorioas  needs  of  their  souls  as  no  other  teaching 
ever  had.  To  them  it  was  a  felt  truth  that,  oh  out  Lord 
afterwards  said,  *  Althongh  I  give  testimony  of  myself,  my 
testimony  is  true.' ' 

Now  the  Church  Is  the  extfusion  of  the  Incarnation,  and 
aa  our  Lord  waa  in  the  world,  so  is  she.  The  Bame  feature 
that  strikes  us  in  the  teaching  of  our  liord  meets  u.^  in  the 
teaching  of  His  Church.  She  siieaks  with  the  tone  of  authority ; 
she  boars  witness  of  herself.  And  as  there  is  no  logical  alter- 
native between  considering  that  either  our  Lord  (may  lie 
forgive  tho  words)  uttered  blasphemy  wlien  He  bore  the 
vritneas  that  He  did  to  Himself,  or  that  He  was  what  He  said 
He  was,  literally  and  fully  Almighty  God,  so  is  it  with  His 
Church,  and  so  m  it  with  those  who  represent  His  Church 
from  age  to  age.  As  the  late  Dr.  Liddou,  in  one  of  the  most 
remarkable  sermons  that  this  century  has  produced,'  drew  out 
the  proposition  that  our  Lord  could  not  Ite  a  sincere  man — 
could  not  be  considered  a  good  man— if  He  was  not  Almightj^'i 
Qod,  seeing  what  He  said  of  Himself,  so  ia  it  true  to  saj 
that  no  Pope  who  gave  liimself  out  as  supreme  ruler  of  the 

'  St.  John  *r.  69.  '  St  John  Tiii.  U. 

■  Bampton  tiMtuft*  <m  Ih*  DivimUg  o/  Mir  lAmt  omt  SavUmr  Jtmu  Chritt, 
I^oL  Iv. 
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Catholic  Church,  or  acted  as  Buch.  could  be  a  good  man 
onlestt  Uie  claim  wau  jiist,  since  he  must  have  taken  the  name 
of  God  in  vain  with  his  eyes  o[ion,  of  set  purpose,  in  the 
sapreme  acts  of  his  sacerdotal  Ufe.  On  the  other  hand,  if 
St.  I'etcr  waa  appointed  by  our  Lord  to  be  head  of  the 
Apostles,  and  if  ea«h  Pope  in  ancccsmon  felt  himself  to  be  the 
successor  of  that  Apostle,  then  it  kocamo  a  mere  duty  to  bear 
witness  to  his  office,  and  no  sin  could  be  greater  than  for  such 
a  one  to  make  acts  of  humility  at  the  expense  of  divine  truth. 
If  he  diould  hide  the  truth,  if  he  failed,  when  occasion  de- 
manded it,  to  '  magnify  his  office/  '  he  must  hear  the  con- 
demnatiou  of  the  Divine  Head  of  the  Church,  '  0  thou  wicked 
aud  bluthful  servant.'  * 

Much,  therefore,  will  depend  on  the  circumstances  under 
Trhich  the  Popes  bore  witness  to  their  office.  The  position 
maintained  in  this  book  is  that  the  witness  they  bore  was  of 
such  a  character,  and  under  such  circumstances,  as  to  render 
it  of  f^eat  value.  And  it  seems  to  me  altogether  unphiloso- 
phicui,  and  that  is  the  same  as  saying  that  it  is  iu  violation 
of  the  laws  of  historical  investigation,  simply  to  set  aside 
ttieir  witness  as  nothing  worth.  They  are  quoted  in  this 
vork  for  what  they  are  worth.  Their  wiiaesg  is  not  valueless 
because  borue  by  themselves,  neither  is  it  conclusive  unless 
Bopported  by  other  testimony. 

Now  consider  the  character  of  the  witness  borae  in  this 
third  ceutuT}'.  It  ia  unvarying.  And  it  has  after  it  an  un- 
varying testimony  of  sixteen  hundred  years.  It  is  not,  there- 
fore, the  witness  of  one  man,  hut  of  many,  and  of  men  placed 
in  a  post,  according  to  their  own  judgment,  of  the  highest 
Feepousibility.  How  is  it  that  Pope  after  Pope  no  sooner  sits 
on  the  throne  tlian  he  is  filled  with  the  same  consciousness 
of  world-wide  responsibilities  ?  What  waa  there  in  that  one 
_fice  that  spread  the  infection  to  each  successive  occupant,  so 

it  he  articulated  with  such  perfect  simplicity  the  same 
teaching  concerning  his  relationship  to  the  rest  of  the  Church? 
Is  there  any  sign  of  ambition,  except  in  the  mere  t&ct  that 

ch  Pope  acted  as  Ruler  of  the  Universal  Church,  to  plead 
vhich  against   hem  in  controversy  would  be  to  beg  the  ques- 


3  Cot.  X.  zi.  xii. 


■  Bi.  u»ii.  xzT.  as. 
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tion  ?  Wliy  is  it,  in  the  judgment  of  such  writers  aa  I  have 
quote<l,  always  ambition  on  tho  one  Bide,  and  not  rather 
rebellion  on  the  other  ? 

Let  ns  louk  at  th«  circumstances  uuder  which  the  claim 
comes  to  view.  It  was  in  the  ages  of  persecution.  In  the 
Bcconil  century  the  violation  of  the  laws  proscribing  Christian 
worjiliip  and  the  Christiftn  Bociety  was  often  connived  at 
officially,  but  the  laws  existed  in  all  their  tremendous  severity, 
ready  at  any  moment  to  be  put  in  execution.  Wherever  the 
Christian  society  existed,  it  lived  under  the  vigilant  ohRcr- 
vance  of  a  sleepless  foe.  and,  of  all  things,  the  imperial  power 
dreaded  its  centralisation.'  St.  Peter  had  suppressed  the 
name  of  Rome  in  his  Kpistle,  calling  it  Babylon ;  St.  Clement 
suppressed  his  own  in  writing  to  Corinth.  Each  of  thorn 
wrote  under  violent  persecution.'  Bat  they  wrote.  And  the 
Bishops  of  Rome  not  merely  wrote,  bnt  they  acted  as  the 
rulers  of  the  Church  under  circumstances  which  rendered  any 
exhibition  of  a  centralising  power  a  matter  of  almost  certain 
death.  During  this  lime  the  Chureh  of  Rome  acquired  a 
uame  throughout  the  Church  for  praetioal  goodness,  and  for 
fiteadfastneas  of  faith  ;  so  that  the  clergy  of  Rome  in  writing 
to  8t.  Cyprian  could  assume  that  the  Ajwbtle's  c4)mmendation 
of  their  Church  was  understood  to  apply  to  all  time.'  And  i 
St.  Cyprian  does  not  hesitate  to  speak  of  the  Romans  asthosei^^l 
'  to  whom  faithlesaness  could  have  no  access.'  •  Are  we  to 
suppose  that  their  bishops,  ehoseu  as  men  whom  they  could 
trust  to  lead  them,  were  in  each  case  tainted  with  the  dia* 
Itolical  sin  of  ambition  ?  They  were  mostly  mart^Ts,  and  they 
all  had  of  necessity  the  martyr's  end  iiefora  their  eyes.  In 
that  stormy  third  century,  which  passed  in  alternations  of 
extreme  tolerance  and  passionate  persecution,  no  Pope  sat  on 
the  tlu'one  with  any  fair  prospect  of  dying  the  common  deatli 
of  ordinary  men.  Bt.  Zephyrinua  reigned  during  the  perseon- 
tion  under  Severua;  St.  Callistufl  was  imprisoned,  half  starved, 
severely  beaten  day  after  day,  finally  thrown  into  a  well,  and 

'  8m  thii  beftntifull;  daTelop«d  in  Mr.  AQiss'  Tknm*  of  Uu  FuhenMn, 

*  St.  Olemont  in  »  short  bn»lbiag>tima  tMtWMD  two  p«r»M»ilkMU. 

*  Gf.  tupra,  p.  53.  ■     *  St^ra.  p.  tu. 
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BO  won  bis  crown ;  St.  Urban  fell  a  victim  to  tbe  Bonsual 
inonBter  Heliogabalus;  St.  Puntiau  wa»  exiled  ;  Si.  Anturtia 
diu)  in  tbe  persecution  of  Maximin ;  St.  Fnbian  Buffered 
under  Deciua,  and  tbe  Chrifltians  were  unable  to  elect  bis 
succesaor  for  two  years,  so  fierce  was  tbe  persecution.  At 
length  Cornelius,  of  a  noble  Roiuau  family,  occupied  tbe  see 
fur  little  more  than  a  year,  and  died  in  exile.  St.  Lucius, 
who  .succeeded  him,  was  presently  banished,  and  received  the 
well-known  letter  from  St.  Cyprian  congratulating  him  on 
possessing  tbe  twofold  honour  of  tlie  bishopric  and  of  suffering 
for  tbe  faith.  After  a  short  reigu  St.  Ste[]ben  held  tbe  post 
for  four  years,  and  ended  witli  a  violent  death,  wbilsi  bia 
Buccoasor  St.  Sixtus  was  seiisod  as  ho  offered  (he  Holy  Sacrifice 
in  the  catacomb,  and  beheaded  in  bis  cpiscopn)  chair.  Truly 
in  that  first  half  of  the  third  century  the  See  of  Peter  waa 
baptised  in  blood.  One  bi»hop  now  ilied  in  peace — St.  Dio- 
nyaius,  but  the  roll  of  confessors  recommenced  in  St.  Felix, 
who  died  in  prison,  and  in  St.  Caius ;  and  ^bo  whLte-rol)ed 
army  of  martyrs  received  another  recruit  in  St.  Marcolbiius, 
with  whom  this  blood-red  century  close<I.  For  three  years 
the  ace  waa  vacant  owing  to  the  violenoe  of  the  persecution. 

Now,  five  times  in  this  century,  amongst  the  scanty 
records,  tbe  Po|)e  comes  out  to  view  a»  ruler  of  more  than 
(be  local  Cburch  of  Rome.  In  each  case  bis  action  is  drawn 
fnjm  him  by  dangen*  threatening  tho  faith  of  tho  Church. 
The  Holy  Feast  of  Easter,  tlie  Queen  of  Festivals,  was  in 
danger  of  being  associated  with  false  teaching.  St.  Victor 
ftUempte<I  l<>  produce  a  uiiirornuty  of  practice  in  its  obscrv- 
anee,  in  which  he  was  thwarted  by  one  portion  of  the  Churcht 
thoQgh  supported  by  the  greater  whole.  St.  Ircnieua  prevailed 
apon  him  not  to  use  his  authority  further.  During  the  fierce 
persecution  nndcr  Severus  man}'  Christians  lapseti,  and  some 
woold  have  closed  the  door  of  repentance  to  Buch  for  ever.  St. 
/Jcphyrinus  came  forth  and  opi-tied  the  gate  of  mercy,  as  the 
IfigU  Priutit  of  tho  Christian  religion.  So  Tertulliuu  described 
him.  Under  St.  Stephen  the  African  I^imate  had  started 
on  a  dangerous  career,  and  mipht  have  carried  all  liefore  !iim 
in  a  practice  which  must  have  endi*d  in  depraving  the  cloctrina 
of  the  Sacraments.    Whole  provinces  were  exposed  U^  the 
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danger  of  beinR  carrietl  away  wltb  tlie  novelty,  when  the  Pope 
Btepperl  forth  and  put  a  stop  to  the  danger,  acting  avowedly 
on  hifl  position  as  successor  of  Peter.  The  ri^ance  of  St. 
Dionysius  the  Pope,  so  praised  by  St.  Albanashis,  was  exercised 
towards  the  saintly  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  in  view  of  (Kissilile 
dangers  to  the  cardiTial  point  of  the  faith,  whilst  St.  Felix 
achieved  the  peace  of  the  Church  by  deposing  the  Bishop  of 
Autioch. 

There  is  no  room  for  the  accusation  of  ambition  in  nil 
thia.     Id  each  case  it  was  care  for  the  faith. 

Tlie  only  answer  usually  given  to  the  various  evidences  of  a 
Bupromacy  having  been  accorded  to  the  See  of  Rome  in  thia 
century,  is  that  in  the  most  marked  instances  there  was  resist- 
ance, and  that  the  anthority  recognised  in  thn  Bishop  oi  Borne 
was  only  a  tribute  to  the  imperial  position  of  the  city. 

But  as  repards  the  latter,  it  is  at  any  nite  not  tbifl  that 
comes  to  the  front  in  the  record.  The  central  position  of  the 
Seo  of  Bome  is,  according  to  St.  Irenajus,  due  to  her  principal* 
ship  as  compared  with  other  Churches,  which  we  have  seen 
cannot  mean  her  secular  position.  Her  priceless  prerogative 
is.  according  to  Tcrtullian.  that  she  pOBsesaes  '  all  doctrine ;  * 
her  peculiarity,  according  to  St.  Cyprian,  is  that  she  is  in  a 
nniqne  sense  *  the  chair  of  Peter '  and  the  ori^nal  source  of 
episcopal  unity.  St.  Clement  claims  to  be  heard  not  by 
reason  of  the  natural  position  of  his  city,  but  on  suiwrnatural 
grounds  ;  whilst  St.  Stephen  speaks  of  himself  as  thesuccesuor 
of  Peter,  which  neither  St.  Firmilian  nor  St.  Cyprian  deny. 

.\nd  as  regards  the  resistance  offered  to  these  early  Popes, 
to  what  does  it  amount  ?  In  each  cane  the  Po|)e  proved  to  be 
in  the  right ;  his  judgment  was  always  followed  in  the  event 
by  the  whole  Church.  St.  Victor's  ruling  as  to  the  Easter 
Festival  became  the  ruUng  of  the  whole  Church  ;  8t.  Stephen's 
likewise ;  so  with  that  of  St.  Zephyrinus  or  St.  CiUlistus.  St. 
Dionysiufi'  judgment  is  quote<l  by  St.  Athanasius  as  tlie  con- 
demnation of  .\rianism,  and  St.  Clement's  brief  was  at  once 
obeyed.  Never  once,  no,  not  in  any  one  single  line  in  the 
record  we  possess,  is  the  one  word  found,  which  was  needed 
on  tlie  theory  of  those  who  defend  eeparution  from  Rome 
— '  You  have  no  such  authority  in  matters  of  Catth.'    Bt. 
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Cyprian  contended  that  the  matter  of  rebapliHation  did  not 
come  mider  that  htud ;  St.  Victur  did  not  pretend  that  the 
Asiatics  were  directly  opposing  the  faith.'  Thus  the  resist- 
ance, Buch  as  it  wae,  on  the  other  hand,  will  not  bear  the 
wught  of  argument  placed  upon  it. 

And  yet  the  exhibition  of  authority  is  at  once  wide  in  ita 
range  and  consecutive  in  its  action.  The  truth  as  to  tbo 
Cliristian  miniatry  is  defended  by  St.  Clement;  Gnosticism 
is  condemned  in  two  of  its  chief  leadera  (Cerdon  and 
Valentine)  by  St.  Hyginus;  the  hereBioe  of  Valentine  and 
Marcion  by  Bt.  Pinn.  Valetitiiiianism,  asserting  itself  under 
St.  Etentherus,  found  in  that  Pope  its  active  opponent.  It 
vaa  bis  Buccessor,  St.  Victor,  who  was  the  first,  according  to 
Eiuebiufl,  to  excommunicato  the  forerunner  of  Arius,  viz. 
Theodotus,  '  the  leader  and  father  of  this  God-denying  apo- 
stasy, the  first  one  that  asscrtod  that  Christ  was  u  meremtin.' ' 
The  dangers  that  beset  the  faith  iu  regiird  to  the  Festival  of 
the  Resurrection  were,  as  we  have  seen,  met  by  the  same  Pope, 
and  those  that  assailed  the  Sacrament  of  Peuauce  and  the 
mercies  of  ita  provisionB,  by  his  successor,  St,  Zephyrinus. 
The  restriction  which  an  unchristian  severity  placed  on  the 
raetoration  of  those  who  lapsed  under  porsecution  were  dis- 
eoMitenanced  by  St.  Curnclius,  uud  the  dc^uial  of  the  validity 
of  the  faeretice'  baptism  was  condemned  by  St.  Stephen.  St. 
Dionyeiufi,  as  I  have  said,  anticipated  the  Council  of  Nice  iu 
the  condemnation  of  what  afterwards  went  by  the  name  of 
Arianism,  and  the  letter  of  St.  Felix  to  the  Bishop  of  Alex* 
andria  concerning  Paul  of  Samoiata,  the  heretical  Bishop  of 
AntJoch,  is  estant  to  prove  him  worthy  to  take  his  place  iu 
this  illustrious  line  of  guardians  of  the  Church's  faith. 

Thus  far,  then,  the  See  of  Home  is  prominent,  but  not  In 
the  way  of  ambition.  No  see  could  show  such  a  lino  of 
raartyra;  no  see  could  produce  such  a  record  of  active 
guardianship  of  the  divine  deposit  which  had  been  committed 
to  the  Church's  care.  At  the  same  time  the  way  in  which  she 
OflBisted  others  in  their  distress  by  her  munificent  and  unfailing 

■  it  mil  ipSaimiiZw^a*  (ICui.  //.  K.  V.  24)  does  not  Amount  u>  more  than  tha 
thty  ««ra  wrong  un  the  [t&rticulor  point,  which  vaa  not  s  matter  of  (oith. 
>  Kiu.  H.  E.  r.  ii. 
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elmsgiTiiig  wafi  sucli  as  lo  lead  »onie,  like  the  late  Dr.  Light-. 
foot,  to  asBign  her  great  positiou  in  the  Choreh  universal, 
\rbat  be  calls  her  'leadership/  to  her  'practical  goodness.' 
Bui  ill  trutli,  her  praeti(.'al  goodness  was  both  the  rcatilt  of  a 
6U2)<-rnat.ural  Rift  and  tlie  witness  afforded  by  the  Father  to 
the  representative  of  His  Son  on  the  earth.  Si.  iRnatiuR,  of  J 
Antioch,  speaks  of  the  Church  of  the  Romans  as  presiding 
in  their  region,  and  also  as  presiding  over  the  hrothcrliood 
of  divine  love.  He  doeR  not  mention  the  Bishop  of  Rome 
himself;  it  was  the  last  thing  be  would  do.  He  woe  him- 
self being  hauled  by  the  imperial  decree,  in  deference  to 
the  bitter  natural  prejadicc,  to  be  devoured  by  the  lions  atj 
Rorat^.  To  point  ont  one  as  the  bead  of  the  community 
in  the  city  of  Rome  itself  would  have  been  like  procuriug 
the  instant  death  of  the  Pope.  If  St.  Peter  would  not  men< 
tion  Rome,  except  under  the  pseudonym  of  Babylon,  neither 
would  St.  Ignatius  draw  attention  to  the  fact  that  at  Rome 
there  was  a  heml  to  the  illegal  organisation  of  the  Christian 
eomniunity.  He  calls  it  the  Chureh  of  the  BomanA,  and  Bn^ 
that  it  preBide.s  over  '  the  love," '  over  a  '  communion  foundec 
on  love  and  preserved  by  love.'  Its  presidency  was  justilied 
by  its  practical  and  supreme  exhibition  of  the  spirit  of  lovo; 
but  it  was  derived  from  a  divine  appuintuient. 

Therefore  in  these  first  two  centuries  after  Pentecost,  the 
Popes  bad  produced  an  accessory  evidence  of  their  divine 
appointment  to  be  the  guai*dian8  of  the  faith.  Their  '  works  * 
testified.  In  the  fourth  century  their  witness  to  thomaelrca 
begins.  But  it  does  not  stand  aloue.  Itdoes  not  olleud  against 
the  canon  of  Jewish  law  coneerning  testimony,  which  our 
Lord  claimed  to  satiBfy.  The  most  astonishing  fact  about  the 
witness  of  the  Popes  concerning  their  office  is  that  it  never 

'  Dr.  DAllingcr'a  on'ftinitl  rcnHmng  U  obriooalj  Ihe  com>ct  one,  •  It* 
flf^nntiaH'  firxt  nays  :  l^>t  rpMiUirm  ir  r^vy  X*^^**  'Pv/mi(wv,  tti  which  worda  hm 
doe«  not  confine  the  kathorit;.  but  oul>  (I'Monbos  th«  sitaulion.  ot  tlm  Chantli 
of  Rome.  Uoaftarwanla  nuaui  thia  Cbnrcb  «»ia*B#«(i«pv  th%  i-yimr.  Tfaeaa 
wunLt  <lo  not  sigmfy  yratidena  in  earitata,  u  Ibe  old  Latin  trmnsUUon  mt. 
d«nd  Uitm,  for  tban  St.  Ignatlu*  would  hvn  Mid  if  iyirp.  'Ayimi  ngnlfiet,  ia 
lIiB  name  maimer  a* 'E«<«Xi»ffia.  aouicttmeii  a  smallvi  aMcnibljr  of  tlw  (aiihtul 
mi  Utu  «ac»d  love-fiwsta,  wmetimea  the  entiia  body  of  tbc  laithlol  □(  oil  tbc 
Gharcb— a  oomniQnioD  fountbxl  on  lovtt  nod  prwarrad  by  low.'  For  tba 
ori({tual  ol  thin  traulatioD,  see  p.  33. 
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varied.  There  is  Dot  a  solitary  exception.  Wherever  tlieir 
'witnetw  is  recorded,  it  is  of  thu  eaiue  naturt*.  It  is  as  though 
the  Hpeecb  of  260  uien  of  different  nationality,  temiMTauieiit, 
and  circumatances,  stretching  over  eighteen  coiituricti  ami  a 
half,  were  (he  speech  of  one  person,  as  indeed  it  was,  for  those 
several  witnesses  were  the  vicars  of  one  Lord,  Who  spoke 
through  them  to  successive  generations.  Already  in  thvae  first 
two  oentnries  Greece,  Athens,  and  .\frica,  as  well  as  llome,  had 
contributed  their  occupants  to  the  throne  of  the  fisherman. 
But  all  alike  contrihutod  the  same  witness,  as  they  exhibited 
that  same  feature,  of  rulers  conscious  of  worldwide  responsi- 
bilities, and  fulfilling  them  with  prison  or  death  before  thoir 
eyes.  AVhen,  then,  a  Pope  speaks  in  these  early  ages  con- 
cerning his  office,  it  is  reasonable  even  for  a  controversialist 
to  listen,  considering  the  subsidiary  testimony  with  which  that 
office  comes  before  us;  considering  also  the  responsibUity 
attaching  to  that  office,  according  to  the  Pope's  own  conception 
of  it.  Tlie  permanent  is  a  shadow  of  the  eternal ;  and  thiu 
permanent  consciousne&s  of  holding  a  position  fraught  with 
Buch  tremendous  responsibilities  suggests  a  more  than  human 
origin. 

Our  Lord  did  not  admit,  as  Mr.  Puller  appears  to  imagine, 
that  His  witness  to  Himself  was  worthless  even  from  a  formal 
point  of  view,  for  it  was  part  of  the  testimony.  The  Baptist's 
witness,  and  Ilis  own  works  of  mercy,  formed  the  rest.  So 
with  the  witness  of  His  vicars  concernmg  (not,  indeed,  them- 
selves, but)  their  office,  it  must  be  taken  into  account ;  and  it 
would  be  no  sign  of  '  candour  '  to  omit  it,  but  would  hidicato 
an  inadequate  Appreciation  of  the  nature  of  testimony. 

In  the  following  pages,  therefore,  the  Popes'  witness  con- 
cerning their  office  will  bo  emphasised,  though  not  to  the 
cKcIusion  of  other  witness,  but  as  being  in  harmony  with  it,  each 
being  tlie  counter- signature  of  the  other.  The  reception  of 
that  witness  on  the  part  of  the  Church  at  largo  will  be  con* 
sidered  aa  forming  its  necessary  complement,  and  by  this  X 
onderatand  the  reception  by  the  Church  on  the  u-hoU;  not 
iaJung  au  occasional  murmur,  or  the  resistance  of  a  single 
province,  for  the  settled  conviction  of  the  whole  Church.  A 
boy*ft  grumble   is   not  the  same  as  a  permanent  rebellion, 
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neither  is  every  reeiBtance  to  a  particular  instance  of  authority, 
or  to  a  pEkrticolar  method  of  procedure,  tantamount  to  a  re- 
pudiation of  the  authority  itself.  St.  Peter  was  resisted  by 
the  Judaising  Christiana ;  bat  they  came  round  to  his  judg- 
ment. All  Apostle  that  he  was,  he  yet  had  to  explain  io  those 
of  the  circumcision,  which  in  charity  he  did,  the  rationale  of 
his  action,  and  they  acquiesced  {^trvxaaav)}  In  Africa,  for 
a  Utile  moment,  some  bishops  resisted  the  mode  of  procedure 
adopted  by  Borne,  but  they  never  questioned  her  authority  aa 
supreme :  their  successors  incorporated  the  very  mode  of  pro- 
cedure into  their  code.* 

■  Aotfl  xi.  18.  'Of.  Period  m.  oh.  z. 
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CHAPTER  X. 


THB  B0HATI8TS  AND  THE   COUNCIL  OF  AftI.ES. 


The  fourth  century  opened  with  two  BchiBms,  one  of  which 
ledtosomoof  the  most  important  litcrataro  which  thoChurdi 
posBesaee.  The  first  in  point  of  date  was  the  l^lelotian  schism 
in  Egypt,  which  led  to  the  tonndariea  of  the  Alexandrian 
dioceee  heing  specially  meiitioued  in  the  0th  Canon  of  the 
Council  of  Niciea.  The  second  occurred  in  Africa,  and  was 
the  occasion  of  some  of  St.  Augustine's  mogt  important 
writings  on  the  subject  of  the  Church,  in  the  end  of  this 
century  and  the  beginning  of  the  IJfth.  Ho  threw  bis  fiery 
genias  into  the  question  of  how  far  gcandals  affect  the  note  of 
sanctity  which  the  Niccno  Creed  attributes  to  tbe  Catholic 
Church. 

I.  The  centre  of  the  schism  was  Carthage.  Borne  discon- 
tented prosbytora  hod  expressed  themselves  disaatisfied  with 
their  bishop  and  hod  accused  hini  of  having  delivered  up  the 
sacred  volumes  to  the  heathen  during  persecution,  and  of 
having  failed  in  charity  towards  those  who  refused  to  do  the 
same/  and  had  to  Buffer  in  consequence.  At  his  death  CieclUan 
was  elected  for  his  successor,  and  was  consecrated  by  Felix  of 
Aptonga.  Seventy  bishops  of  Numidia  were  on  their  wa^'  to 
the  conBwration,  which,  however,  was  i>erformed  before  tlieir 
iArri\-al.  Finding  themselves  disappointed  of  theii-  claim '  to 
lave  a  hand  in  the  conBecration  of  a  primate  of  the  only  city 

'  ThoM  who  g»vp  np  copies  of  the  Holj  Rcriirtorcs  were  called  TraditorfJi. 
*  Is  lfa«  oUi«r  T^tU  of  Africa  tbe  pieaidin^  bishop  tu%lit  be  of  almost  »oj 
MO,  w  Ch«  Dflioa  wu  ktUcliMl  to  Mnioritf,  not  to  Uio  (toe. 
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of  Africa  which  was  motropoUtical,'  and  discovering  also  a 
party  in  Carthage  ready  for  schiBmatic  action,  one  of  tliese 
Numidian  bishops,  nEitnod  Bonatue,  consecrated  a  bishop  in 
opposition  to  CseciUan.  The  latter  was  accused  of  having 
been  a  Iraditor,  and  the  new  gchiHin  was  supported  by  the 
immeuse  wealth  of  a  lady  named  Lucilla,  who  had  been  hurt: 
by  the  disciplinary  action  of  Mensoriue,  the  predecessor  of 
Cfficilian.  The  new-elected  bishop  of  tho  schism  was  one  of 
her  household,  named  Majorinus. 

n.  The  suhism  aoou  aBuumed  formidable  proportions  in  the 
North  of  Africa,  eo  that  the  schismatics  made  the  eudeavour 
to  gain  the  imperial  condemnation  of  their  opponents.  They 
appealed  to  the  emperor  himself,^  for  which  in  after  times 
St.  Augustine  perpotuiiUy  reproiichcd  them.'  The  emperor, 
however,  not  yet  Arianised  and  Erastianised  by  contact  with 
Eusehius  of  Nicomedia,  referred  them  to  Kome.*  They  had 
asked  for  a  judgment  from  the  Gallic  bishops,  as  being  in  their 
estimation  specially  free  from  the  taint  of  '  tradition,'  or  the 
delivery  of  the  sacred  volnraes  to  the  heathen.*  There  is-no 
evidence  tliat  they  had  any  idea  of  the  case  not  being  sub- 
mitted to  Rome ;  but  as  Borne  invariably  decided  matters 
with  the  aBf-Efitanee  of  a  council,  they  had  asked,  and  it  was 
agreed  to,  that  the  assessors  in  this  case  should  be  seventl  of 
tliem  Gallic  bishops  and  the  rest  ItaUan.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  records  we  possoas  to  feivnytion  the  assumption  which 
Archbishop  Laud  makes,  \-iz.  that  Uiese  bishops  were  forced 
ui>on  the  Bishop  of  Borne.  St.  Augustine  says  that  Con- 
stantinc  '  8f;nt '  the  bJshope  to  Rome  ;  but  that  only  appliesj 
to  his  ordering  them  to  go,  and  supplying  them  with  facilitieB 
for  the  journey.  It  is  in  the  last  degree  improbable  that 
there  was  no  concerted  action  lietween  the  emperor  and  the 
Bishop  of  Rome,  who  was  bimAelf  an  African,  named 
Melchiades.    The  question  to  be  decided  was  not  one  that 

'  8L  AugufitinG  sayB  that  their  elaim  hid  no  fouudation,  tli«  Dtfthop  of 
Cuthftge  being  properly  conwoTMed  bj  a  iMUgbboaring  bishop,  u  the  Bt&hop 
of  Rom*  b;  th«  Bishop  of  Oatin  (Brevk.  Coiiat-  e.  DonaU  8ii  diei,  c.  xvi.  ^). 

■  Optal.  Milev.  e.  Parmtn.  lib.  i.  ■  Aug.  c.  lit.  P«tii.  lib.  u.  esp.  02. 

*  Aug.  Ep.  115a ;  Euwb.  H.  £.  z.  5. 

*  Probftbl;  they  ftlw  ihought  Ibat  tba  nftltio  blBliopa  would  b«  more  undar 
lh«  «««;  of  Ui«  wnperoT,  whom  tliey  liop«d  to  inflQ«no*. 
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concerned  the  faith,  bnt  as  to  a  matter  of  fact ;  bnt  as  il 
had  to  do  with  bishops  the  emperor  relegated  the  matter  to 
Melchiadea  and  hu3  assessors.  This,  according  to  St. 
Augustine,  was  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  the  Church. 
The  emperor  all  through  expressly  auci  Btrongly  doprceated 
the  idea  of  hia  sitting  in  judgment  on  bis}iop8  on  Biich  a 
matter.' 

III.  Cfficilian  wa^  acquitted  by  the  bishops  at  "Rome. 
St.  Ang:nstine  almost  always  calls  the  decision  '  the  jndgment 
of  Melchiades,'  as  though  its  force  was  due  to  his  poeition 
amongst  the  bishops.'  Optatae  gives  the  judgment  actually 
detivered  by  him.  Melchiades  said  with  respect  to  Cir^citian, 
'I  decide  that  he  should  deservedly  be  kept  in  his  ecclesias- 
tical communion,  his  gUitns  being  unimpaired.' '  And  so 
St.  Augustine,  lu  his  account  of  the  conference  with  the 
Donatista  in  the  following  century,  calls  it  '  the  judgment 
of  the  Roman  bishop  Melchiades,  by  which  C^eihanus  was 
purged  and  absolved.' '  Ajid  yet  it  is  also  *  the  decision  of 
thci  bifthoi>8  who  sat  at  Rome,'  on  which  Constantine  declined 
to  pass  jndgment  himself,'^  wliilst  the  imperial  official  at  the 
tribunal  in  Africa  asked  ii  '  they  bad  anything  to  say  against 
the  council  and  the  judgment  of  Melchiadoe,  by  which  CieciUan 
waa  purged  and  abfiolved.'  i.fi.  fi'oni  the  charge.*  Elsewhere 
St.  Augustme  calls  the  said  decision  '  the  judgment  of  the 
Churches  beyond  the  Bcag  founded  by  apostolical  toil,' 
alluding  to  St.  Peter  and  St.  Paul.'  Again  and  again  St. 
Augustine  insists  that  the  judgment  of  Melchiades  ought  to 
have  been  final,  and  further,  that  in  repudiating  that  judgment 
the  iJonatists  were  putting  themselves  out  of  commuaion 
with  the  whole  world,  and  putting  the  whole  world  into  the 
position  of  traHitoret,  because  the  whole  world  '  beUeved  the 
fudges  who  absolved  [Caicilian]  rather  than  the  accusers  who 
'Incriminated  him.'     Rut  in   his  letter  on  the    Douatists  iu 

'  Mansi,  t.  ii.  p.  748. 

*  £.0.  ttiroutd'out  t)ie  conference  with  Ui«  DonatisU  in  411. 

•  Optat.  c.  Farmen.  Lb.  i, 
'  Ad  DonatUtat  post  CoUtitiotian  liber  tmut,  cap.  xiit. 

•  Loe.  cU.  rap.  xlk,  29. 

*  Brtvic.  Ccllat.  e.  Donal.  3u  di«i,  CAp.  xriij.  33. 
""  C.  Cruam.  lib.  Ui.  up.  Uvii. 
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SOfl,  St.  Angiifitine  has  a  passflgc  of  the  very  first  importance 
&H  throwing  light  on  hia  ideas  of  Church  government.  He  ia 
oontraating  the  sentence  of  Melchiades  with  that  of  the  seventy 
Niimidian  bishops  who  favoured  the  Donatists'  candidate.  He 
sajB, '  And  yet  of  what  character  was  that  Jinal  sentence  issued 
by  the  blessed  Molchiades? — how  innocent,  how  complete, 
hrtw  iinidcnl  and  peace-iiiaklug  !  By  that  judgment  he  both 
did  not  ventore  to  remove  from  their  ecclesiastical  position  ' 
colleagues  against  whom  nothing  had  been  proved,  and  whilst 
chiefly  blaming  Donatus  alone,  whom  he  had  discovered  to  be 
at  the  head  of  the  whole  matter,  he  g,&ve  the  rest  the  free 
option  of  recovering  their  position,  being  prcimred  as  he  was 
to  Bend  letters  of  communion  even  to  those  who  it 
shown  had  been  ordained  by  Majorinus  :  so  that  in  whatcrc 
places  there  were  two  bishops,  owing  to  the  dissension,  ho 
[i.e.  MelchiadoH]  would  confirm  tlie  one  who  had  been  first 
ordained,  whilst  another  flock  should  be  provided  for  the  other 
to  rule.  0  best  of  men,  0  Son  of  Christian  peace,  an^ 
Father  of  the  Christian  people !  '     (*  Ep.'  4S,  al.  162.) 

rV*.  'From  the  passages  just  quoted,  we  gather  that  the 
ecclesiastical  status  of  the  bishops  in  Africa  rested  with 
Mdchiadee,  whose  jiidgment  in  the  matter  was  t«  a  Catholic 
final.  '  BecauM  Oonatantine  '  (St.  Augustine  ssys  elsewhere) 
'  did  not  dare  to  judge  the  case  of  a  bishop,  he  delegated  it  to 
be  discussed  oiii  *ermfw.rt/r'i  by  bishops,  which  aho  uits  thme  in 
ihf  I'iti/  of  Rome  under  the  presidency  of  Melchiudes,  the 
Bishop  of  that  Church,  with  many  of  his  colleagues.' '  But  the 
sentence  was  the  sentence  of  Melchiades,  according  to  St. 
Augustine.  It  rested  with  him  to  'send  letters  ofeommiuiion  ' 
to  the  bishops  in  Africa,  whose  case  was  imder  consideration, 
and  it  was  for  him  to  '  confirm '  them  in  their  ecclesiastical 
Htntus.  He  did  in  synod  confirm  Ciecilian  in  his  pot^ilion  atl 
Carthage  ;  and  accordingly  St.  Augustine  says  that  Ctecilian 
'  was  able  not  to  care  for  the  multitudo  of  enemies  that  con- 
spired against  him  when  he  sjiw  himself  in  communion  with 


'  *  D*  colleglo' — tM.  from  ■imoutcat  his  own  oollMi^ee,  Irom  his  ovn  putner^ 
hlup — but  tbfti  the  above  is  Uie  raeoninR  ia  cle«r  from  the  aotokl  wotda 
the  eentonoe  given  hj  OpUItu,  which  I  b«v«  quoted  OD  p.  14L. 

■  Ep,  ad  Donat.  105,  0. 
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the  Boman  Church,  in  which  tho  pnnclpalship  of  the  ApostoUo 
chair  has  ever  been  in  force,  and  with  the  other  lands,  where 
the  Gospel  came  to  Africa  itself,  where  [l.r.  in  the  West]  he 
ictu  prepared  to  pUad  bis  cavxe  if  his  adversaries  attempted 
to  atienata  those  Chcu-ches  from  him.'     ('  Ep.'  43,  7.) 

Nothing,  it  seems  to  mo,  can  be  clearer,  if  one  takes  into 
account  the  whole  of  St.  Augustine's  writings  concerning  the 
Donatists,  and  they  are  considerable  and  full  of  details  and 
of  Bummariea  that  by  their  repetition  and  precision  enable 
ua  to  form  a  fair  estimate  of  his  idea  of  Church  govern- 
ment—nothing, I  say,  seemB  to  me  clearer  than  that  St. 
Angustine  considered  that  the  canonical  justification  of  the 
position  assigned  to  Melchiodes  in  this  matter  was  the  fact 
that  the  See  of  Rome  was  tho  See  of  the  .\postle  Peter,  and 
not  that  it  was  the  imperial  centre.  The  latter  never  onee 
appears  in  the  whole  of  St.  Angustine's  volnminous  writings  on 
the  subject  of  theDonatiBt  schism;  the  apostolical  character 
and  consequent  jurisdictional  primacy  of  the  See  of  Borne  ia 
written  in  characters  so  large  that  I  am  unable  to  understand 
how  anyone  could  deny  it  to  be  the  teaching  of  oar  saint.  If 
there  be  any  one  passage  in  which  this  conception  of  the  Ree 
of  Borne  seems  to  be  contradicted,  I  make  bold  to  say  that  the 
evidence  on  the  other  side  is  so  overwhelming  that  such  a 
passage  must  be  interpreted  by  the  great  mass  of  statements 
rice  rend.  I  do  not  know  of  any  such  passage,  after  reading 
through  this  long  correspondence  on  the  schism  ;  but  if  there 
be  such,  it  must  be  capable  of  the  interpretation  I  have 
saggested.  It  is  clear  from  the  passages  quoted  above,  that 
St.  Aagitstinc  had  no  idea  of  causes  of  bishops  being  terminated 
in  Afric-a.  If  proof  positive  were  needed  in  addition,  we  have 
it  in  the  last  sentence  of  the  chapter  in  that  same  letter,  in 
which  he  speaks  of  the  priiicipalship  of  the  Roman  Church  in 
connection  with  the  judgment  at  Rome  of  African  bishops. 
He  there  blames  the  Donatist  bishop,  Hecundns,  for  having 
condemned  bishops  in  their  absence,  forgetting  that  such 
bishops  cotUd  imt  only  appeal  to  the  judgment  of  other 
coUeagues,  but  especially  to  that  •  of  the  AiKwtoIital  Churches,' 
— to  that  they  could  *  reserve  their  whole  case.'  There  was  no 
Apoitolicnl  Church  in  Africa :  the  only  one  to  which  they  could 
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appeal  was  At  Rome.  There  bo  Bat  who  was  not  only  what  the 
occupants  of  other  Apostolical  Hoes  were,  hut '  the  Father  of 
the  Christian  people.'     <Cf.  p.  142,  line  19.) 

V.  *  But  the  DooatiBts  appealed  from  the  judgment  of  the 
1*01)6,  Melehiatlea.'      They  did.      And  thia  waa  one  of  the 
counts  in  the  heavj  indictment  which  St.  Augustine  brought 
of^ainst  them.  He  tells  us  how  the  empt-ror  himself  deprecated^J 
such  an  eoormity,  on  the  ground  that  hishopt;  were  thcproper^^l 
judgesof  biahops. ' 

Why,  then,  did  not  the  emperor  simply  enforce  their 
obedience,  instead  of  waiting  to  issue  the  dtorees  which  he 
afterwards  did,  depriving  them  of  their  churches  ?  What  the 
emperor  did  was  to  assign  them  a  fresh  tribunal,  composed  for 
the  most  part  of  Gallic  bishops.  It  Is  here  that  a  number  of 
writers  have  jumped  to  a  conclusion  wluch  is  not  warranted 
by  the  facts.  It  was  not  an  appeal  from  Itome  to  a  larger 
council.  Mr.  Haddau,  in  his  article  on  '  Aries '  (Smith  and 
Ghcethum's  'Dictionary  of  Christian  Antiquities '),  falls  into  a 
mistake  wliich  Mr.  Ffoulkes,  in  Smith  and  Waee's '  Dictionary 
of  Christian  Biography,'  stigmatises  as '  either  aa  gross  a  mis- 
conception or  ati  wilful  a  misstatement  as  ever  proceeded  from 
a  learned  man.* '  Mr.  Haddan  says  that  St.  Augustine  calls  the 
Council  of  Aries,  to  which  the  case  was  now  remitted,  a 
'  universal  comicil  I '  It  is  exti'aordinary  how  widespread  the 
error  is,  that  St.  Augustine  called  the  Council  of  Aries  *  a 
plenary  council  of  the  uitiversal  Church.'  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  he  only  says  that  if  the  Donatiste  were  not  satisfied  with 
tbeir  judges  at  Home,  *  tbere  remained  a  plenary  Council  of  the 
universal  Church,*  but  that  they  hatl  iMt  availed  themadi'd  of 
this/     The  Donatists,  after  the  sentence  of  MelchiadeB,  pre. 

'  Ep.  43,  7. 

■  Ep.  163.  S.  OptAtua.c.  Parmm.  lib.  !.  ttjt  tlut  U)«  vmptror  spoka  ol 
Ui«m  '  jiul  as  iufi(]«U'  (oi  Bppaaliiig  to  bim. 

■  Ur.  Ffoutkea  is  HpB&king  ol  BLthop  Hefele,  wbo  eommiU  tba  Mme  mu- 
take 

*  St.  AofrutiB*  does  not  soggMi  Ihis  slt«raftUve  u  though  tha  ml  of  tfaa 
•])iMO|)«l«  ooold  review  a  I'opal  deciiiiou  on  a  matter  of  buth,  but  oD  saeh  k 
qoeation  as  this  It  was  oiKtn  to  the  Pope  to  dm  m  his  organ  of  }odgin«itl 
n  fall«r  ooonciL  A  ptenar;  council,  tueh  as  St.  AagutUiw  soggoiteA,  woiUi 
includt  tht  r<^,  through  his  legates  or  by  his  coaOntUklioii. 
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tond«4  that  some  fuels  hnd  not  been  brought  forward  concern- 
ing CiccUianua*  consecrator,  Felix  of  Aptiinga.  Nay,  more,  they 
declare<l  that  Melchiadea  had  himself  been  a  traditor,  and 
[jconsequently  was  not  qualified  to  act  as   Bishop  of  Rome. 
lese  were  all  matters  of  fact,  and  ConBtantine  decided  upon 
having  them  cleared  np  in  order  to  leave  the  Donatists,  who 
■were  disturbing  the  civil  order  in  Africa,  no  room  for  further 
complaint.     Accordingly,  the  emperor  had  the  matter  sifted 
by  bis  proconsul  in  .\frica,  and  'gave  these  Donattst  bishops 
another  council,  at  Aries.'     Theqaeatiou  was  nut  n  matter  of 
faith  ;  but  still  Congtantine  refused  to  do  anything  but  appoint 
fresh  judges.      It  was  not  a  higher  courL      For  though  the 
Pope  WAS  not  there  himself,  his  legates  were,  and  they  pre- 
sided over  the  iaqairy.     Mr.  Haddan  makes  an  assertion  in 
Ihe '  Dictionary  of  Christian  Antiquities '  ^  which  is  both  incor- 
rect and  mifileadiug.    He  says  that  the  emperor  '  Buuinioned 
other  bishops  from  Sicil}',  Italy  [not  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  ho 
having  been  one  of  the  former  judges) ,  etc'    But  the  Pope  was 
represt-nted  by  four  legates,  Clandiiis,  Vitus,  Eiigenius,  and 
C'vriacus,'  which  shows  that  the  council  was  not  an  apjjeal  to 
a  higher  court,  but  merely  the  assignment  of  fresh  assessors, 
'  other  bishops,'  '  ulion  epifcvpos,'  as  St.  Augustine  says,  sitting 
with  the  representatives  of  Poi>e  Sylvester,  wlio  had  now  suc- 
eeeded  to  Melchiades.^  It  was  granted,  says  St.  Augustine,  in 
epite  of  the  great  authority  of  the  council  at  Home  ('  taiitfe 
auctoritatis  episcopos '),  whose  numbers  were  not  coiumeusu- 
rate  with  its  autliority ;  and  it  was  granted  '  cot  because  it 
was  now '  (i.e.  after  the  council  at  Rome)  '  necessary,  but  as  a 
conecsaioa  to  thcii'  perversities,  and  out  of  a  desire  to  restrain 
each  great  shameUsMni-fis  in  every  way  (*  omnimodo  cupieua 
tantam  impudentiam  coliiliere').*    It  was,  indeed,  a  concef-Hion 
on  the  part  of  liome  also ;  for  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that 
Constantine  was  acting  in  concert  with  St.  Sylvester.    The 
emperor  was  himself  m  Gaul ;  and  the  impudent  Donntists, 
as   St.  Augustine  calls  them,  had  a  special  leaning  to  the 

■  Article  oa  ■  Arle*.'  ■  Uanu,  t.  ii.  p.  470. 

*  Ci.  I><i)Iing«r'a  Ch.  Ilitt.  P«rio<I  II.  cap.  r,  sec.  S.    '  Almoiil  imracdiftlelj 
Bf  (er  bii  accmiim  ibit  poDtifl  [.SjrlrMterJ  sent  bis  legates  to  tba  Sjnod  of  Arlw.' 

*  n^,  4a,  ao. 
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Gftllifiliialiopfl.  He  thorefore  arrflHRed  for  the  conncil  to  meet 
at  Aries  in  314.  It  was  not,  then,  a  plenary  council  reviewing 
the  deuision  of  Melchiades,  but  arose  from  adctermiuation  on 
the  part  of  tho  omperor  to  give  these  Donatista  no  excuse 
for  not  Bubniitting.  He  flatly  refased  to  hear  them  himself, 
hilt  inRtead  handed  their  case  again  to  the  episcopate,  conBiBt- 
ing  this  time  of  Papal  legatiiB  and  other  hisliops,  wlioae  number 
ia  varioaely  estimated— according  to  a  false  reading  of  St. 
Augustine,  two  hundred,  bat  according  to  the  list  of  aigna- 
tares  we  possess  not  more  than  thirty-two.  The  emperor 
was  himself  present,  although  only  a  catechumen,  bat  as  the 
basinesn  of  the  council  did  not  relate  to  matters  of  faith,  his 
position  was  not  as  abnormal  as  it  would  otherwise  have 
been.'  He  had  submitted  the  matter  to  investigation  in 
Africa  by  his  proconsnl  ;  for  the  Donatistfj  had  rained  the 
question  of  the  canonicity  of  FcUx's  consecration,  which  had 
not  been  expUcitly  dealt  with  at  Rome.  He  had  hoped  that 
Ingeutius,  who  had  confessed  to  having  forged  a  letter  inth« 
name  of  Crocilian,  might  make  his  confession  before  him, 
bnt  ho  had  eventually  prefeiTud  that  the  matter  should  be  dealt 
with  by  a  synod  of  biahops.  The  synod  decided  against  the 
Donatistfl.  In  other  words,  the  synod  decided  that  there  wae 
nothing  in  the  supposed  fresh  matter  to  indnoe  the  new  Pope 
to  reverse  the  judgment  of  Molchiodes.' 

VI.  The  Synod  of  Aries  has  a  special  interest  for  us,  as  two 
British  bishops — one  of  them  the  Bishop  of  London — at- 
tended it.  And  a  matter  was  decided  there  which  throws 
light  on  the  contention  of  the  British  bishops  that  their  role 
for  observing  Easter  wae  the  right  one.  '  The  British  bishops ' 
(say  Haddan  and  Stubba)  *  mast  have  consented  to  the  follow- 
ing canons  amongst  others.'     Amongst  them  they  give  the 

<  It  i>  not  eerUin  who  pnudad.  Ur.  Kfonlkei  i»  certnin  that  Muinns  of 
AriM  did  not  (Diet.  '•/  Chr.  BioQ.,^ri. '  Uitrinug ').  Bmtlnmi  tbinlu  it  in  poalbls 
th&t  ho  diO.  It  is  not  ■  nutter  o(  eontnxvenul  importftoee,  MosidAring  Ihs 
Iiiirpiri«  uxA  n&tar*  of  ttM  Moncil.  Cbreittu.  Bishop  of  Hrraeue,  tignad  fink. 
Hut  wu  c&niiot  argae  s&tv'ly  from  Ui*  list  of  tigiuium.  ProbAbljr  the  Ivgato* 
ven,  ftfter  a!),  th«  pi«ii<lenU 

■  A  r«v«mil  which,  hnd  it  taken  place,  woalA  not  have  trenched  upon  Uw 
intoUibilttj'  of  3>l«Iohibd<«,  tinoe  H  «*•  not  a.  mktl«r  whiali  aun«  wUbtn  th* 
■eopa  of  Papal  taloUibilitjr. 
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lowing : — •  In  the  first  place,  concerning  the  celebration  of 
£a«U)r,  it  stiall  be  kept  at  one  time  aiid  ou  tbe  same  day 
througbuut  the  world  bj  us  and  ««  thou  shall  by  UtUrs,  accord- 
ing to  custom,  direct.'  *  This  canon  occurs  in  the  letter 
ftddressed  hy  the  synod  to  the  Biubup  of  Rome  'as  thou  shalt 
by  letters,  according  to  custom,  direct/  referring  to  him.  It 
is  clear  from  this  that  St.  Victor's  efforts  to  procura  uniformity 
in  regard  to  the  Pa£chal  Feast  bad  not  been  without  efftict, 
for  io  314  it  was  a  'cnstora'  for  the  Bishop  of  Rome  to 

*  direct '  the  Churches  as  to  the  day  of  its  observance.  The 
British  bishops  in  their  controversy  with  AuguBtino  merely 
elong  to  what  they  had  received  from  Rome,  in  ignorance 
that  it  had  been  changed. 

\ll.  The  council  sent  a  letter  to  the  Popo,  expressing  their 
conviction  that  their  sentence  against  the  Donatista  was  even 
more  lenient  than  it  might  httve  been,  if  the  Pope  had  been 
present  in  person^(f  paritrr  nobiscmn  Jtidicante."  But  as  he 
could  not  leave  those  parts  *  in  which  the  Apostles  daily  sit ' — 
Lt.  St.  Peter  and  St.  Paul — they  have  drawn  up  the  decrees, 
which  they  send,  hoping  that  he  will  communicate  them  to 
the  rest  of  the  world — of  course,  supposing  that  lie  approved 
them.  Tlio  letter  speaks  of  St.  Sylvester  as  not  only  sitting 
where  the  Apostles  St.  Peter  and  St.  Paul  sit — i.e.  as  occupying 
the  Bee  founded  and  guided  by  them— but  also  as  holding 

*  the  greater  dioceses,*  and  it  decided  that  persons  who  liad 
been  baptised  by  heretic?  with  the  proper  form  should  not 
be  rebaptised,  hut  should  be  received  by  imposition  of  hands — 
puBages  from  which  we  can  form  some  idea  of  the  religious 
teaeluDg  in  this  land  in  the  fourth  century. 

The  Donatists'  next  step  after  this  decision  at  Aries  was 
condemned  by  the  emperor  and  all  Catholics.  They  again 
aopuled  to  His  Imperial  Majesty  from  the  judgment  of  the 
episcopate.  It  is  unfortunate  that  we  have  no  record  of  the 
motives  which  induced  the  emiK-ror  to  rehear  the  case.     We 

'  £ceUn<utieal  Coumcila  (Haddun  and  Stubbs),  vol.  i.  p.  7,  ode. 

*  Hftun.  t  ii.  p.  4fl9.  Bou«  writun  {e^.  Dr.  Wordsworth,  TJuopUiltu  di>gU- 
«ama)  WDxiin  Uut  thv  word  ptinlcr  luwlve»  an  M»erticD  o(  eqiudity  in  jodg* 
nenL  Bat  it  most  bo  ■dmitted  that  iho  word  doen  not  itMOtMriljr  in«ftn 
aajtfaing  numtbnn  nor  Knf;liflh  •  together  with,'  which  would  wlu)it  ol  KQ7 
unooni  of  inequlit;  b«twc«n  the  pnrtica  thiw  acting  togntbor. 
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know  tlmt  Jie  disftpprovetl  of  their  step,  and  very  reluctantly 
yielded.'  lit;  allowed  them  to  come  to  Milan,  but  only  to 
reiterate  the  original  sentence  against  tbem,  and  eventually 
to  deprive  tbcm  of  their  cliurchee.  ^J 

VIII.  The  Council  of  Ai-les,  however,  has  another  intcrest^H 
for  UB,  besides  the  fact  tlmt  our  ftillow-couutrymen  were  present. 
In  the  movement   out  of  the  Calvinism  wbiirh  had  floofled 
the  land  since  ite  change  of  religion,  the  party  of  decency  and 
order,  aa  we  may  fairly  call  the  followers  of  Laud,  etood 
between  two  fires ;  on  the  one  sido  from  the  Puritans,  who 
brought  their  king  and  archbishop  to  the  Hcaffold,  and  on  the 
other  side  from  the  Catholics,  who  urged  the  return  of  the 
High  Church  party  to  the  bosom  of  the  Catholic  Church.    T 
grounds  on  which  they  defended  themstlvea  liave  more  tbofl) 
an  antiquarian  interest  for  us  in  England,  for  indeed  many  of 
the  arguments  used  then  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the 
chivalrous  champions  of  eccleeiastical  order  from  submitting 
to  Rome  are  repeated  in  the  controveraial  books  of  the  pre- 
sent day.    Aninrigst  them  ia  to  be  found  an  argument  sup 
posed  to  be  derived  from  the  Council  of  Arlea.    We  ha 
already  seen  that  Mr.  Haddan,  in   Smith's  'Dictionary 
Christian  Antiquities,'  made  a  point  of  Rome  not  being  sum 
nioned  to  it,  ignoring  the  fact  that  Papal  legatee  altende>d,  and 
that  lie  appeared  to  view  it  as  an  appeal  to  a  plenary  conncil 
of  the  universal  Church  from  the  judgment  of  the  Pope.     Mr. 
Ffoulkes,  we  have  seen,  considers  it  '  as  gross  a  misconception 
or  as  wilful  a  misstatement  as  ever  proceeded  from  a  learned 
man  '  ('  Diet,  of  Clir.  Biogr.*  art.  '  Marinus ')  to  aay  (as  Mr- 
Haddan  does)  that  Hi.  Augustine  called  the  council  univeraaL 
It  is  not  surprising  that  some  who  lean  much  on  bidtory 
should  say,  as  nowadays  many  do,  '  Whom  art  we  to  believe?' 
Ilialwry,  as  the  Catholic  Church  gives  it  to  us,  platniig  its  key 
in  our  hands,  is  one  thing;  history  without  lliat  key  may 
easily  become  a  labyiinth  In  which  a  lifetime  may  be  spent  in 
futile  attempts  to  find  the  centre.      But  Archbishop  Laud 
succeeded  in  impressing  on  bis  generation  a  view  of  history 
which  contented  a  great  many,  and  which  it  is,  therefore,  a 

■  He  MkcJ  pardoD  of  the  biBbope,  SU  Augustine  Mja  {Brtcic  OaiUL 
pars  9). 
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matter  of  interest  to  examino.  I  ahall  tako  the  argument  by 
which  he  repels  the  oviilcnco  adduced  liy  his  adversary,  the 
Jesuit,  from  St.  Augastine'e  words,  quotod  ahove,  about  Ihe 
•  principal  ship,'  or  sovereignty  of  the  Roman  chair. 

First,  he  gives  an  account  of  the  origin  of  that  principal- 
ship,  or  sovereignty,  or  primacy,  which  certainly  was  not  St. 
Angiifitine'a.  He  savfi :  'The  Roinau  patriarch  by  eccleBiHs- 
ticaJ  constitution  might,  perhaps  [«ir],  have  a  primacy  of 
order ;  but  for  principality  of  power  the  patriarchs  were  aa 
even,  as  cqnal,  ns  the  Apostles  wore  before  them,  .  .  .  The 
truth  is,  this  "  more  powerful  principality  "  the  Koman  bishops 
got  under  the  emperors  when  they  became  Christian.' '  Now 
St.  Augnstino,  writing  about  tlic  first  Christian  emperor,  and 
he  not  yet  baptised,  says  that  this  principality  '  has  alua^fg 
been  in  force  *  (*  semper  viguit/  Ep.  43,  7). 

But  Laud  proceeds:  '  And  to  prove  that  St.  Augustine  did 
not  intend  hy  principatus  here  to  give  the  Roman  Bishop  any 
power  out  of  his  own  limits  (which  God  knows  were  far  short 
of  the  whole  Church),  I  shall  make  it  most  manifest  out  of 
the  very  game  epistle.  "  For  afterwards,"  saith  St.  Augustine, 
"  when  the  pertinacity  of  the  Donatista  could  not  be  restrained 
by  the  African  hiahnps  only,  they  gave  them  leavo  to  be  heard 
by  foreign  bishops."  '  It  will  be  seen  by  comparison  v,Hh  St. 
AagQstine'a  words,  as  quoted  above,  how  thoroughly  inoccurato 
this  18  to  begin  with.  There  was  no  leave  given  '  in  Africa, 
lint  ill  the  next  sentence  Laud  mistranslates  the  Latin,  and 
applies  the  saint's  words  in  his  own  favour  instead  of  exactly 
the  other  way.  He  quotes,  or  professes  to  quut<.\  St.  Augus- 
tine's own  words:  'And  yet  peradventure  Melchiades,  the 
Biiihop  of  the  Roman  Church,  with  his  colleagues,  the  trans- 
marine  bishops  (mm  d^bnit)  ought  not  to  usurp  to  himself  this 
judgment,  which  was  determined  hy  seventy  African  l>ishops, 
Tigisitanas  sitting  primate.  And  what  will  you  say  if  he  did 
not  usuri>  this  power  ?    For  the  emperor,  being  desired,  sent 

'  lAbrarif  c^  AnijJo-Ciitbf^ie  Theohgy  (Osrord),  Laud'a  Worko.  vol.  i, 
I  txr.  10,  p.  186.    All  thfi  ijnotallonit  th»t  follow  ftiv-  taken  from  thijt  volamc. 

•  Tho  EiDperot  «xpreisly  mjs  that  th*  remfiral  of  th.;  cam  to  Ronia  wm<  bis 
own  doing,  io  bis  lelt«r  to  Molcbiu'lM  (Eui.  x.  fi).  Tlut  it  it  obviuud  (rom  ilt 
toiTBi,  ftod  fram  Ht  AaguetiiM'fl  accoant  {Kjk  i'H,  14],  ttist  be  wna  rvfcrring 
ibtm  Io  •  tiilHnul  FHOgniMd  u  luprcme  bv  ^«  orthodox  in  Africa. 
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biahops,  judgea,  wbicb  should  sit  with  him  and  determine 
what  was  just  upon  the  whole  cause.'  It  will  be  notifod  timt 
tfaore  is  rather  a  lack  of  logic  in  these  words  of  St.  Augtistine 
as  given  by  Laad.  The  question,  '  And  what  will  you  say, 
4c.  ? '  suggests  that  St.  Augustine  did  not  thinli  it  a  usurpa- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  whilst  the  preceding 
words  make  the  saint  sti{;^tatise  it  as  such.  But  this,  as  I 
shall  show,  is  owing  to  Laud's  mistranslation.  It  will  be  best, 
boweror,  to  proceed  with  his  deductions. 

'In  which  passage'  (says  Laud)  'there  are  very  many 
things  observable ;  as,  first,  that  the  lioman  prelate  came  not 
in  till  there  was  leave  for  them  to  go  to  "  transmarine 
bishops." ' 

There  is  no  evidence  whatever  that  they  asked  or  obtained 
leave  from  the  African  bishops.  St.  Aagustino  says  that  they 
Bimply  appealed  to  the  emperor,  and  be  remitted  the  case  to 
Borne. 

'  Secondly  *  (says  Laud), '  that  if  tlie  Pope  had  come  in 
without  this  leave,  it  bad  been  a  "  usurpation,"  ' 

Now  this  point  rests  on  Laud's  mieti-anslation.  The 
words  lie  quotes  hrom  St.  Augustine  are  his,  all  except  two 
little  words  at  the  beginning.  Liatead  of  the  words  *And 
yet,'  St.  Augustine  asks  a  question,  and  uses — no  equivalent 
for  the  words  'and  yet,'  but — tlie  particle  which  marks  the 
beginning  of  a  question.'  Ue  euppoees  the  Donattsta  to  make 
the  objection ;  so  that  the  words  which  Land  profeaaes  to 
transcribe  from  the  pen  of  St.  Augustine  as  his  first  view  of 
the  case  are  the  wordR  which  Ht.  Augiii^tiiio  putn  intn  Uie 
mouth  of  the  Donatists  and  at  once  procM'ds  to  controvert  I 
His  question,  *  And  what  will  you  say,  if  he  did  not  naurp 
this  power?'  contains  his  answer,  or  the  beginning  of  liis 
answer,  to  the  objoiftion  which  ho  suppoiuts  thi!  Donatists  to 
raise  against  the  judgmfmt  of  Melchiades.  The  Donatist  is 
Bnp]>oeed  t-o  call  it  a  usurpation ;  8t.  AugUHtine  combats  the 
Donatiat  contention.  Land  puts  it  the  other  way,  and  makes 
it  plausible  by  his  mistranslation. 

But    he    proceeds :    *  Thirdly,   that   when    he    [i.f.   the 
Pope]  did  thus  come  in,  not  by  hts  o^vn  proper  authority, 

'  'Ad  forte,' iftc. 
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but  by  leave,  there  were  other  bishops  made  "judges  with 
him."  • 

Here,  again,  the  'leave  '  is  harped  upon,  for  which  there 
is  DO  evidence,  and  assessora  are  assumed  as  detracting  from 
the  supreme  autliority  of  the  Pope.  But  to  this  hour  Popes 
act  with  assistance  from  bishops  or  cardinals,  and  in  greater 
matters  from  a  council.  * 

Again  :  '  Fourthly,  that  these  other  bishops  were  "  ap- 
pointed and  sent  by  the  emperor,"  and  his  power;  that 
which  the  Pop«  will  least  of  all  endure.'  Laud  pots  the 
words  *  appointed  and  sent  by  the  emperor '  as  though  they 
were  quotations  from  St.  Augustine ;  bnt  ho  has  slipped  in 
the  word  '  api)ointed/  St.  AiigUHtine  only  says  'sent' — we 
do  not  know  with  how  much  concerted  action  between  the 
emperor  and  the  Pope. 

Laud  continues  with  a  complete  misinterpretation  of 
another  passage :  *  Lastly,  lest  the  Pope  and  his  adherents 
should  say  that  this  was  a  usurpation  in  the  emperor,  St. 
Augustine  tells  us  a  little  before,  in  the  same  epistle  still, 
"  that  this  doth  chiefly  belong  ad  curam  tjiu,  to  the  emperor's 
care  and  charge,  and  that  he  is  to  give  an  account  to  God  for 
it."  • 

Now  one  would  supiwae  that  '  this  '  relates  in  St.  Augus- 
tine to  the  same  as  Laud  has  been  speaking  of  before,  as  he 
adduces  it  to  show  that  the  previous  affair,  as  understood  by 
him,  was  not  in  St.  Augustine's  eyes  a  usurpation  on  the 
part  of  the  emperor.  TVQI  not  any  reader,  who  has  not  been 
able  to  stndy  the  passage  in  the  original,  he  suriirised  to  find 
that  St.  Augustine  is  referring  to  a  wholly  dilTerent  sts^o  of 
the  proceedings,  and  to  a  matter  which  was,  according  to  the 
teaching  of  Laud's  adversary,  well  within  the  power  of  the 
emperor  7  St.  Augustine,  in  this  last  passage,  is  dealing  with 
another  objection  by  the  Donatists.  After  tho  synod  at 
Rome  had  decided  in  favour  of  Cfficilianos'  consecration  and 
against  the  Donatists,  the  latter  brought  forward  a  new  point 
about  Felix  of  .\ptanga.  This  was  a  matter  of  fact,  which 
eonld  be  determined  by  a  secular  tribunal.  The  emperor 
ordered  his  proconsul  to  investigate  it  in  Africa.  Tho  Dona- 
tists hypocritically  objected  in  after  years  that  a  proconsul 
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waB  not  the  proper  judge  of  biBbops.  St.  AaguBtine  reminds 
tbem  of  the  way  in  which  the  proconsol  was  commissioned 
by  the  emperor,  to  whom  the  care  of  such  a  matter  properly 
belonged.  Besides,  St.  Augustine  urges  that  they  bad  tbem- 
selves  appealed  to  the  emperor,  and  if  they  couBidered  it 
wrong  for  a  proconsol  to  investigate  the  question  of  Felix's 
antecedents  in  Africa,  *  bow  much  more  blameworthy  must 
they  be  who  wished  to  make  an  earthly  king  the  judge  of 
their  case ! ' '  In  a  word,  St.  Augustine  is  urging  the  very 
opposite  conclusion  to  that  which  Laud  deduces  from  hia 
words. 

>  Ep.  48,  §  18. 


CHAPTEB  XI. 
THB  oouHoa  or  mCKL. 

§  I. — 77«  Reason*  for  its  being  convoked. 

I.  The  history  of  the  Church  consists  of  the  record  of  her 
perpetual  proposal  of  divino  mysteries  to  the  human  intelli* 
gence,  and  of  tlie  arceptance  or  repudiation  of  her  authority 
by  a  nature  wounded  through  tho  fall  in  Eden.  One  result 
of  that  fall  is  the  reluctance  that  men  feel  to  submit  to  a 
master.  Tlierc  is  no  man  that  is  not  called  at  some  time  of 
his  life  to  sacrifice  his  natural  love  of  indep^^udence  in  obe- 
dience to  authority.  But  it  is  not  every  mau  that  will  bind 
his  intelligence  on  the  mount  of  sacrifice  and  merit  to  re- 
ceiTe  it  back  again  from  God  in  a  new  supernatural  life. 
Hence  the  conflicts  of  heresy  in  the  history  of  the  (Jhureh. 
The  very  vrord  heresy  iniplifs  delilierate  choice  ;  and  the 
deliberate  choice  which  constitutes  heresy  in  a  determined 
rebellion  against  the  authority  that,  bringing  with  it  ade- 
quate credentials,  proposes  the  sobject  matter  of  divine  reve- 
lation. 

Tho  history  of  the  Church  is,  therefore,  the  history  of  a 
series  of  contlicts  botween  authority  and  the  rebellious  in- 
stincts of  our  fallen  nature,  which  protest  against  rule, 
dominion^and  lordship,  even  though  subiniiision  be  the  portal 
of  Paradise  itself. 

But  these  conflicts  with  heresy  were  not  all  bo  much  loss 
to  the  Church.  As  the  original  rebellion  In  Paradise  was  the 
/ttiT  culjut  which  led  to  the  greater  gift  of  the  Incarnation, 
eo  the  lapse  of  heretics  led  to  the  Cbureli  bringing  out  her 
stores  of  wisdom  and  exhibiting  the  majesty  of  her  divinely 
given  authority.  There  is  no  better  cordial  for  drooping 
eoarage  thaii  a  study  of  the  evolution  of  her  grandeur  as  she 
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rode  through  the  storma  of  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuriM, 
The  majesty  of  Ucr  Divine  Head  wus  asBaultt-d  aud  iu  danger 
of  being  uuderiniued  under  every  conceivable  aspect.  But 
without  these  aaaaulta  we  might  have  been  poorer  in  our 
kuowledgo  of  what  the  Church  was  aud  what  she  could  do. 
It  has  been  well  said  that  *  it  was  not  until  after  some  con- 
flict that  the  Church  exercised  her  full  authority  as  guardian 
of  the  ancient  faith  in  all  its  integrity,  whose  duty  it  is  to 
repress  all  error,  and  all  principles  that  may  lead  to  error, 
among  Christiana.  By  this  conflict  the  Church  was  led  of 
necessity  to  nnfold,  with  ample  fulness,  the  truth  of  her  doc- 
trine, which  was  at  first  mure  implicit,  and  although  perfectly 
undtTBtood,  not  fully  expressed  ;  to  define  it  more  particularly 
and  in  ilifitinct  formulas  against  every  error.  This  is  a  ser- 
vice which  heresies  have  at  all  times  conferred  upon  the 
Church.* ' 

And  there  is  no  spectacle  in  all  history  more  worthy  of 
our  admiration  than  the  serene  majesty  with  which  the  Holy 
See  articulated  the  leacliing  of  Jesus  Chriist  through  all  the 
BtorniB  that  raged  against  the  Chwch  in  the  days  of  persecu- 
tion. But  with  the  fourth  century  came  the  era  of  great 
conncils,  beginning  with  that  held  at  Kicaa  and  mding  with 
that  held  at  Cbiilcedon.  These  Btaud  apart,  with  features  uf 
their  own,  and  have  obtained  a  position  which  St.  Cregory 
the  Great  likens  to  that  of  the  four  gos])ols.  It  will  be  my 
object  in  the  following  pages  to  e:(hibit  the  share  which  tlie 
Holy  Bee  took  in  the  destruction  of  heresy  and  the  orderly 
exhibition  of  tlie  dejioi^it  of  truth  committed  to  the  Church's 
care  during  this  era  of  her  conciliar  action. 

U.  But  why,  it  has  been  asked,  a  council  at  all,  if  the 
Pope  is  hiiuseU  infallible?    Might  not  the  Church  have  been., 
sparml  the  trouble  of  meetinj^  in  council  at  all  ?  '     Indeed,  itj 
has  been  said  that  the  fact  of  the  Nicene  Connoil  having  beei 
bold  is  the  moat  perfect  refutation  of  the  assertion  made  in 


>  DBUu^er*!  Ch.  Hut.  Period  t.  np.  ii.  %  7. 

*  TbU  wu  the  KTRaouat  ooaBtnnlly  ustd  by  Dr.  Piucy :  ».g. '  Hkd  fspal 
inlftllibilitjr  Iwen  then  twli«r««l,  87lv«Bt«r,  or  BU  DaiuMM,  or  Bt.  CtlaatiiM,  orl 
BL  Leo  uitghl  hy  Lli(>n)selvca  havB  lel  st  fmI  tbe  iMtmiva  of  Aritu,'  Ae.  {SmrniM 
cm  tho  Atti«  0/  Faith.  3nd  «<).  Prelsoa.  p.  18). 
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the  Vatican  decrees  that  the  ex  catkedrd  infaliibitity  of  the 
Pope  waa  always  known  to  tbe  Church.  It  is  asked,  '  On  the 
principle  of  tho  Vatican  dogmas,  why  did  not  Pope  Sylvester 
close  the  qncRtion  by  an  ex  eatheJrd  judgment  ? ' '  aiid  it  is 
added  that  '  the  negligence,  on  the  part  alike  of  the  Chnrch 
and  the  Popi*,  was  simply  treasonable  ' — i.e,  on  the  aupposition 
that  Papal  infaUibility  was  a  known  truth. 

All  these  objections  are  based  on  a  misconception  of  '  the 
principle  of  the  Vatican  dogmas.'  It  is  no  pjurt  of  tho  doc- 
trine of  infaUibility  that  the  Pope  was  able  at  any  moment  to 
'cloee  the  question,*  when  he  had  to  deal  with  Bucb  people  as 
the  Ariaae ;  just  as  it  is  no  part  of  the  (/hutch's  teaching 
that  our  Divine  Lord  could  clo^ne  the  que»tiou  about  ills 
heavenly  origin  in  addressing  the  Jews  in  tbe  Bynagogiio  at 
Caphamatim.  And  yet  He  was  in  a  higher  sense  infallible.' 
It  cannot  be  argued  that  our  Lord  was  not  Almighty  God 
because  the  people  &iid, '  If  Thou  be  tho  Christ,  tell  us  plainly,' 
and  because  He  taught  them  in  a  way  which  did  not  convince 
them  all.  And  so  with  Hia  Vicar.  It  might  need  a  longer 
management,  or  a  diiferent  mode  of  expression  from  an  ex 
€athedrd  judgment,  to  bring  the  Arians  to  their  bearings  and 
•  close  the  quefition.'  The  writers  who  have  advanced  this 
objection  beUeve  tbe  Nicene  Creed  to  be  as  authoritative  an 
expression  of  revealed  truth  aa  can  he  had ;  but  tho  Nicene 
Creed  did  not  '  close  the  question.'  Tho  Pope  is  not  more 
infallible  than  the  whole  Church,  and  yet  the  voice  of  what 
tbe  objectors  would  consider  the  whole  Church  has  not 
ioed  to  close  the  question  for  some  of  their  owu  teachers. 
in.  But  the  objection  thus  confidently  lu'ged  against  the 
truth  that  under  certain  circuust&uces  the  successor  of  Peter 
secure  of  divine  assistance  agaiiiut  leading  the  Church 
stray  (t.«.  is  under  certain  conditions  infallible),  ignores  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  Council  of  Nicaa  was  assem- 

■  Tiu  Roman  Claimt  tesUd  bji  AntigttUff,  by  W.  Bright,  1).D.,  Prof,  of 
Ecelcs.  HUt.  in  the  Cnir.  of  Oxford,  1877,  p-  9— qua  of  lh«  booki  reoomiDtncUtd 
Id  Um  liat  drawn  up  by  the  EiiglitJi  dinrob  Usioa.  OL  alao  rielkc*  to  lAvtM 
of  Thru  Fathtn,  by  th«  name  liuthor. 

*  Cft&oa  Liddoo,  in  Iu>  lust  Bampttm  Ltcturr,  wu  [wrtccUjr  rifilit  in  ftrgu- 
iati  thai  oorLonl  lione  was  inl&Uibl«  in  the  Bense  in  which  bo  UHtis  tho  tRtiu ;  b« 
vu  anaUkco  in  bis  exftggeTmt«4  idea  of  wbat  ii  involved  In  Papal  infallibiUly 
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bled.  It  was  not  a  new  question  that  it  had  to  discusa.  It 
MtiH  nut  uue  on  which  anycrno  bad  tho  Blijjhtest  douht  as  to 
th«  judgment  of  the  Pope.  It  has  already  been  observed  that 
the  real  forerunner  of  Arius  was  excommunicated,  in  the  i>er- 
Bon  of  Theodotoa,  by  Pope  St.  Victor.  And  the  Urst  ojjen 
conflict  on  the  snbject  of  the  term  TTojnootuios  (or  oonBub- 
etantifi3)  as  applied  to  the  Eternal  Son,  had  been  set  at  rest 
by  another  Pope,  St.  Dionysius.  His  namesaJce  of  Alexandria 
had  used  similes  concerning  the  relation  of  the  Son  to  the 
Father  which  wore  liable  to  misrepresentation,  and  had  with- 
drawn them,  and  infomied  the  Po[>e  that  he  only  did  not  use 
the  word  couaubstautial  becuuse  he  did  not  find  it  in  Holy 
Scripture,  but  that  he  believed  and  taught  the  doctrine  therein 
contained.'  St.  Dionysius,  the  Pope,  in  his  synod,  had 
declared  the  doctrine  eignified  by  the  term  to  be  of  faith,  and 
Bet  his  seal  to  the  use  of  the  torm  itself  (Unmnousios)  without, 
however,  making  it  a  matter  of  abaolute  obligation  on  the 
whole  Church,  It  was  henceforth  used  at  Kome  and  Alexan- 
dria  as  the  fittest  symbol  of  the  reliiitionship  of  the  Son  to  the 
Father.  So  tlmt  Chrintinna  were  not  left  in  doubt  as  to  the 
faith  up  to  the  hour  of  the  Council  of  Nicoja.  8L  Athanaaiua 
{toe.  cit.)  says  that  the  gist  of  the  Arian  heresy  had  been  con- 
demned on  this  occasion  (c.  2G'2)  by  the  Pope  St.  Dionysiue, 
'  and  60  was  long  ago  {StcTraXat)  anatbematieed  by  all.'  *  For 
St.  Dionysiue  and  his  synod  had  prcK-taimed  that  the  Sou 
was  in  no  sense  a  creature,  but  was  of  one  substance  with 
the  Father. 

In    the    beginning  of  the  fourth    century   the    heresy 
reappeared  in  the  teaching  of  a  priest  at  Antiooh,  named 

'  Ath&nu.  I>t  StnUmtia  Dionifii,  n.  14. 

*  It  baa  been  utd  tbal  lh«  word  ififooimut  woe  oondemnixl  by  the  Coancil 
of  Antioch  in  369  (e^.  Htimon  on  InfaUibiiUy,  p.  292).  St.  Ath&nadius,  SL 
Bui],  uid  St.  HlUr7  te^au  lo  allow  this.  Bnt  St.  Athanuitu  M.7S  th«t  h*  bad 
not  wen  the  lett«r  of  the  CooDcil  nor  been  able  to  Learn  it^  coDtcDta.  St.  Buil 
ftppfltn  to  be  tpeolciiiK  of  tlu  Council  of  Aiicyro,  %  somi-Arian  ooonoil  io  SStl. 
for  b«  givM  thoir  knowa  motiviri  and  uaigtu  them  to  Antiooh.  Bl.  Hilary 
makea  the  tiro  connr.iU  aaj  cxaetlj  the  aama  thiriR.  Dr.  DAlUngsr  hH  ttt 
exhftufltive  not«  on  th«  aubjoct  (CA.  Ilitt.  Period  I.  cap.  u.  wc.  7),  and  «ono1lid«i 
that  ita  lejection  hy  the  Synod  of  Autloob,  in  ita  true  roeaoLng.  ia  '  ooatrarj  t« 
all  iiiatorical  rviileiKV.'  Dm  Snicdt  nrgnna  foroihiy  that  tho  term,  Ihou^i  nol 
lh«  doctrine,  umm  n>ptidiat«d  at  Antioch  (Uisa.  vi.). 
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Lucian,  amonrt  whose  pupile  was  the  priest  of  AJexaudria, 
named  Ai-ius,  of  great  parta  and  most  attractive  ways.  This 
18  not  tbo  place  in  whioh  to  give  his  teaching  in  detnil.  Baffice 
it  to  6ay  that  in  his  descriptions  of  the  Sun,  or  Logos,  or 
Word,  of  God,  whilst  he  exalted  Him  far  above  al)  other 
creatures,  placing  His  origin  oven  before  time,  he  yet  denied 
to  Him  strict  eternity,  or  a  real  generation  from  the  EBsence 
uf  the  Father.  Uis  teaching  spread  like  wildiire  in  the  East, 
even  KoBebius,  Bishop  of  Ciesarea.  the  father  of  Church  his- 
tory, being  carried  away  by  it.  It  is  an  unutterable  loss  to 
history  that  Eiuebius  waa  thus  out  of  sympathy  with  the  real 
mind  of  the  Nicene  Fathers.  Whilst,  therefore,  he  indulges  in 
a  gnuid  description  uf  the  council,  he  has  omitted  all  that  nre 
most  nish  to  know. 

The  teaching,  then,  which  had  been  condemned  by  St. 
IMonytuus  was  spreading  over  the  Kast.  Wliat  was  the  Pope 
to  do?  Hold  another  Council  in  the  West  and  issue  an 
<x  eatJtedrd  judgment  on  the  whole  question?  But  the  cjues- 
tion  had  already  been  closed  by  St.  Dlonysiua.  Hhonhl  he, 
then,  excommunicato  every  bishop  who  was  not  teaching  in 
perfect  accord  with  Rome  ?  But  it  needed  the  apparatus  of 
a  council  to  discover  who  were,  and  who  were  not,  teaching 
the  true  faith.'     The  Arians  were  proverbially  slippery. 

IV.  The  step  actually  taken  wa.s  due  to  the  fact  that  in  the 
Providence  of  God  the  Emperor  Constantine  now  occupied 
himself  with  the  Eastern  portion  of  his  empire.  Ho  had  seen 
the  unity  of  the  Church  in  the  West.  He  found  the  East 
torn  with  dissension.  After  atteraptinR  to  introduce  the  idea 
that  the  contention  was  for  nothing  real,  and  discovering  his 
mistake,  he  resolved  that  the  bishops  should  meet  together, 
and  so  be  bronght  to  some  definite  issue.  He  might,  of  course, 
have  done  as  the  three  emj>erors  did  half  a  century  later— 

■  ■  Almighly  Gud  did  not  will  tliat  it  tibould  bo  hj  tha  roico  of  otie  man  ilint 
liarMiw  fthould  be  aluiu.  IIt<  hiwl  «ii  orfiiM!  tor  tho  UnivenBl  Church  throngh- 
oul  tb*  world.  H«  hid  an  ofDce  for  the  Churofa,  as  a  whole,  to  b«ar  witneM  to 
the  irath  '  (Pusajr's  Scrinon  on  Iht  liult  of  Faith,  Pitt.  p.  xixiv.).  I1ii«,  whioh 
Or.  Ptuey  thought  a  coo«lusiv»  aiigumtnt  against  tbo  Vuticoa  OeorcM,  is, 
tMVBrth«lM8.  pait  of  tbs  teaobiog  of  those  desreee.  Oiiu  at  Ihu  iitaol  ourioui 
tibauMDMiA  of  «ont«mporu7  hiator;  ia  the  continusd  misuuderstaDding  ot  tliow 
bj  lit.  Vauj  and  oth«is. 
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issne  an  edict  that  all  who  wiahed  to  retain  their  cbnrohes 
must  teach  the  religion  handed  down,  by  the  Apostle  Peter  to 
the  Romans — l>nt  Constantiue  waa  not  yet  baptised,  and  it  is 
imposslblo  to  Rtippose  that  a  Pio  Nono  would  have  advJBcd 
Biich  a  remedy  under  the  circumBtances.  The  idea  of  a 
council  on  a  larger  scale  than  had  yet  been  tried  wae  sug-i 
gested  to  the  emperor  by  the  c-piscopat*'.  It  was  convoked, 
says  llufinuH,  a  contemporary,  '  by  the  advice  of  the  biNhops, 
ex  sentfntid  gacerdotum.' '  It  was  not  likely  to  bo  the  siigfies- 
tion  of  Eueebiua,  nor  the  rest  of  the  Arianining  bishops. 
They  had  not  yet  Rained  the  emperor's  ear,  and  it  was  tbaj 
last  thing  they  would  desire.  Judging  from  a  statement  ol 
the  sixth  Council,  compoeed  cntii-ely  of  Eastern  bishops,  and' 
held  Hubfieijnently  to  the  time  when  the  extent  of  the  claims 
of  Home  were,  by  the  confession  of  all  writers,  distinctly 
understood,  the  idea  of  the  Niccne  Council  was  not  due  to  the 
emptror,  but  to  the  Pope  himself.  I^mo  and  Alexandria! 
were  in  close  correspondence  on  the  crisis,  and  it  is  in  the 
highest  degree  probable  that  they  had  agreed  that  the  beat 
way  of  assisting  the  East  was  by  a  Holcmn  consultation.  This 
is  l(K>king  at  the  matter  from  a  purely  liistorical  point  of  view. 
Such  notices  as  we  have  all  suggest  that  the  idea  came  from 
Home  and  Alexandria. 

V.  And  the  reaaona  why  St.  Sylvester  might  reasonably 
and  not '  trcaaonably '  (as  the  above-mentioned  writer  insists ') 
prefer  a  conciliar  judgment  in  the  Eaat  to  an  ex  mOialrii 
judgment  from  Rome  itself,  were  possibly  such  as  these: 

An  fx  cathedra,  judgment  was  usually  given  with  a  certain 
solemnity  of  circumstance,  such  as  a  council  of  the  bishops 
who  were  in  Rome,  and  those,  besides,  whom  the  Pope  might 
be  pleased  to  select.  Such  an  aulboritalive  utterance,  making 
the  term  '  HomnoMioa  *  a  condition  of  Catholic  communion 
(which  waa  all  that  was  needed,  the  doctrine  having  Iteon 
already  settled)  might  bare  Iieea  sent  from  the  West  to  the 


■  Lib.  i.  Clip.  1.  t>t.  S&Lmon  flatlf  oontradiDts  BaSoun.  Hv  mjb  {[nfaU.  p. 
999},  *  Thv  bringing  it  together  was  entirulj  the  empcror'i  ide*.'  Bat  bfr|{ivt3i 
no  tatliorit;  lor  h»  MMrtioo,  aod  nppo&re  to  Tuve  forgottmi  tlw  qoutation 
given  abort. 

■  Brigbt's  Roman  Claint$,  Ac.  bw.  cU. 
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East.  Tliis  would  have  Iwcn  the  '  despotic '  method  of  rule. 
But  the  '  politic ' '  mode  of  action  was  clearly  to  have  the 
conncil  in  the  East,  and  to  call  apon  the  bishopn  there  to 
eiercisc  their  judi^cnt  upon  the  matter.  For  it  is  part  of 
the  episcopal  oifiee,  according  to  the  Vatican  decrees,  to  use 
its  judfrraent,  and  the  free  use  of  the  same  in  no  way  inter- 
feres with  the  truth  of  Papal  infallihlHty,  as  lU'Iint'd  by  those 
decrees.  To  judge  after  the  Pojie  is  not  to  act  as  his  superior, 
bnt  as  a  subordinate  judge.  It  is  not  proclaiming  his  judg- 
meat  useless,  but  following  it  spontaneously  as  the  norm. 
^NHiilat  a  discordant  judgment  would  suhjcict  the  bishop  to 
anathema,  a  concordant  judgment  is  of  value.  In  a  council 
information  would  be  given,  personal  contact  with  the  ortho* 
dox  would  do  its  proper  work,  an  Athanasius  (although  but  a 
deacon)  would  exert  the  influence  due  to  his  character,  aud 
the  nnity  of  the  Church  would  be  made  plain. 

Moreover,  it  cannot  be  too  carefully  borne  in  mind  that 
Papal  infallibility  does  not  mean  inspiration,  but  only  Divine 
amst&nce.  Such  assistance  requires  the  Pope  to  use  human 
means  to  ascertain  the  truths  to  be  proclaimed :  e.ff.  discussion 
may  Iw  necessary  to  enable  the  Pope  to  decide  as  to  whether 
this  or  that  is  in  the  deposit,  whether  it  is  the  logical  outcome 
of  snch  and  such  a  revealed  doctrine.  And  among  s^ui'h  means 
of  arriving  at  the  truth,  one  of  pecuhar  etUcacy  is  that  of 
convoking  a  Gineral  Council  and  taking  the  witness  of 
the  FatluTs.  Thus,  a  General  Council  may  be  included  in 
the  action  of  infallibility,  although  the  ultimate  result  in  the 
Bba|w  of  the  final  definition  is  only  certain  by  reason  of  the 
eAoruima  bestowed  on  the  IXoIy  Father.  In  the  case  of  the 
first  foar  councils,  the  decision  of  the  Pope  was  already  farmed, 
and,  tb(;rc'fure,  they  were  nut  needed  for  that  purpose,  but 
they  were  conducive  !o  the  ends  which  the  Holy  Father  had 
in  view,  and  were,  therefore,  suggested  or  accepted  by  him  as 
the  caw:  might  be." 

The  way,  theu,  in  which  St.  Sylvester  elected  to  govern 
the  C-liurch  was  by  a  council  in  the  Ejist,  which  the  emperor 

'  It««ideiii  ol  AHalalle  will  remember  h\»  (listinction  bctweon  the  despotic 
politic  m«tliodB  of  gorenDicnt. 

*  It  WIS  in  the  eouncil  ibnt  ibe]r<liMWTerLs)  that  aothing  ibort  of  tbe  oh  of 
Uu  Km  i/pmoouiiM  vodM  aT&il.    Cf.  Atb&a.  Ik  Veer.  Hie.  Sf/n.  a.  SO. 
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bailed  for  tlio  fulfilment  of  hia  owii  desire  for  the  unity  of  the 
Church  as  the  8afef:;nn.rd  of  hiR  empire.  St.  Sjlvester  knew 
well  that  Pupal  iufaUibllity  does  not  act  like  m&gic.  Th« 
writers  from  whom  I  htive  quoted  appear  to  imagine  that  he 
had  only  to  raise  his  voice,  and  if  the  doctrine  of  infallibihty 
had  been  held  by  the  Church,  '  the  question  would  have  been 
closed.' 

But  the  visible  Church  consists  of  wheal  and  tores ;  and 
the  Ariana  would  uot  havo  accepted  the  conaubstantiality  of 
the  Son,  thoui^h  an  angul  from  hoaven  proclaimed  it.     Xh»i 
decree  of  tho  head  of  the  Church  would  have  suffict-d  for  some^ 
of  those  KantcrnH ;  but  the  decision  of  the  hoad  in  conjunction 
with  the  rest,  nith  the  '  coujudicaiion '  of  the  associated  t«>ach- 
Jng  body.  viz.  the  episcopate,  which  con  never  be  reduced  to 
a  mere  vicarisito  of  the  Pope,  would  he  a  stron^r  ar^mueni 
to  those  who  were  inclined  to  resist.     It  wa«  more  imporang, 
and  required  less  faith.     Borne  and  Alexaudriu  had  ah'eady 
consecrated  tho   term   flovutomioa  to  express   the   faith.    It 
wa«  now  to  he  seen  in  the  face  of  day  by  on  evident  and  im- 
posinR  manifestation  that  there  was  no  place  in  the  Church 
for  any  who  taught  the  contrary.    The  btshopn,  directed  from 
Itome,'  were  iu  the  exorcise  of  then*  prerogative,  by  tho  grace 
of  their  consecration,  to  proclaim  before  thu  world  their  adhe- 
sion to  what,  08  a  matter  of  fact,  had  been  the  teaching  of 
tho  Holy  Sec,  and  of  such  bishops  aa  Alexander  of  Aleza.ndria. 
They  did  not,  as  I  have  said,  come  to  decide  an  open  question. 
The  legates  (cf.  p.  164)  came  full  charged  with  tlieir  maeter's 
judgment,  and  the  rest  of  the  bishops  with  the  teaching  vhich 
had  been  theirs  all  along — they  came  to  proclaim  that  there 
was  hut  one  teaching  in  the  East  and  West,  iu  the  liody  and 
tbe  head,  and  that  that  teacliing  attribated  proiier  Divinity  to 
the  invisible  Head  of  tho  Church. 

8o  that  tho  palmary  instance  of  history  contradicting  the 
statement  of  the  Vatican  decree'  is  derived  from  the  fact  Uiat 
St.  Sylvester  considered  that  tho  circnmstancee  of  the  case 
demanded  the  a]>paratus  of  a  council  rather  than  on  ex  catht- 

•  Rm  p.  If.l. 

'  '  The  Nieeoe  Conneil  it  th«  bfvl  initinoe  one  ooold^Uke — Ui«  but  on  all 
gnmadi'  (Bright's  Botnan  Ctainu,  tee.  tit.)* 
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drd  jndgmont  from  himself.  That  is  to  say  that,  given  Papal 
infaUibility,  it  ought  to  have  been  exercised  in  the  particular 
way  laid  down  1^  these  writers ; '  and  since  it  was  not  so 
exercised,  it  could  uot  have  been  kiion-u  to  the  Church ;  '  the 
negUgence  on  the  part  alilce  of  the  Church  and  of  the  Pope 
VAS  Bimply  treasonable.'  In  point  of  fact,  Bt.  Sylvester  seems 
to  have  exhibited  that  genius  for  government  which,  it  has 
been  remarked  by  an  unfriendly  critic,  is  an  inalit'uable  in- 
beritaDce  of  the  occupants  of  tbo  Bee  of  Rome.  To  bring  the 
East  into  line  with  the  AYest,  he  used  the  instrument  of  a 
council  composed  of  bishops,  mostly  Eastern,  together  with 
his  own  legates,  instead  of  issuing  a  fresh  decree  straight  from 
Borne.  ^Ve  do  not  know  what  the  action  of  his  legates  was  in 
the  council,  as  the  record  has  perished.  We  can  only  judge, 
if  we  can  judge  at  all,  by  that  of  tho  Papal  legates  at  the 
Couucil  of  Kphesus,  when  we  first  have  a  full  record  of  con- 
ciliar  action.  And  in  that  council  their  position  was  one  of 
undisputed  superiority. 

S  U.—Tht  Council  itself, 

I.  The  council,  when  it  met,  consisted  almost  entirely  of 
Eastern  bishops.  Not  more  than  fivo  Western  bishops 
attended.  There  was  no  need  of  the  presence  of  more,  and 
the  assembly  would  have  been  indefinitely  delayed  had  the 
presence  of  others  been  required.  Arianism,  as  Mr.  Allies 
remarltR,  was  an  Eastern  malady.  And  it  was  enough  for  the 
West  that  tbe  legates  of  the  Holy  See  were  on  the  spot, 
bringing  with  them,  aa  is  expressly  stated  by  Eusebius,  the 
authority  of  St.  Sylvester. 

The  Pope  presided  by  his  legates,  consisting  of  Hosius, 
the  Bishop  of  Cordova,  in  Simin  (who  had  been  acting  at 
Alexandria*  in  tbe  arflTair  of  Arius,  and  was  the  trusted  friend 
of  the  emperor),  and  two  priests  named  Vito  and  Vincentiua. 
These  three  signed  first,  Hosins  obviously  not  in  virtue  of  his 

*  I  hftTO  ijaotod  only  (torn  Dr.  Posey  and  Dr.  Bright ;  bat  the  tsEtancea  in 
which  I  bvn  ootieed  th«  Bune  assumption  in  AngUcan  initen  are  pracltoallf 
ixiuQinerabU. 

*  The  action  of  Hodoe,  a  WMtern  binhop.  at  Alexandria,  saggMta  some 
otbn  tbao  a  parftljr  imperial  flommisuoo.  He  vas  probably  Papal  lugate 
Ifafoa^hOQl  Um  whole  affair. 
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see,  bot  as  legato.  The  two  prieate  signed  nert,  and  then 
Alexandria,  Antioch,  and  JeruBalem.  Some  writers  have  en- 
deavoured to  evade  the  force  of  this  fact,  by  suggesting  that 
HosiuB  was  made  president,  as  tlie  emperor's  favourite,  and 
from  general  respect  for  his  character.  One  can  hardly  sup- 
pose that  the  suggestion  coald  be  due  to  anything  but  the 
exigencies  of  a  theory  which  is  opposed  to  the  idea  that  Borne 
presided.  Could  anything  be  more  entirely  opposed  to  all  that 
we  know  of  the  relationship  between  the  greater  and  lesser 
sees  of  Christendom  than  the  supiwsition  tbat  the  emjioror'a 
will  placed  an  inferior  Western  see  over  the  Sees  of  I^me. 
Alexandria  and  Antioch?  It  is  admitted  on  all  hands,  that 
long  before  the  Council  of  Nice  the  See  of  Rome  was  con- 
sidered to  bo  the  Bee  of  Petor,  and  wo  have  already  seen  that 
there  is  irrefragable  proof  that  Alexandria  acted  as  at  least  in 
some  sense  subordinate  to  Romo.  It  is  freely  admitted  on  all 
sides  that  Komo  had  &  primacy  of  honour  by  those  who  deny 
her  primacy  of  jurisdiction.  Yet,  according  to  this  strange 
theory,  hor  primacy  of  honour  did  not  involve  even  the  pre- 
sidency at  ithe  first  (Ecumenical  Council.  What  did  that 
primacy  of  honour  involve?  Further,  the  sees  are,  even  on 
this  theory,  placed  in  their  usual  order  after  the  preaidcnt'i 
signature,  viz.  first  the  papal  legates,  then  Alexandria,  andl 
then  Antioch.  Dat  we  are  asked  on  this  theory  to  believe 
that  ftl»ove  these  greater  sees  thus  placed  in  their  order,  a 
lesser  see  of  the  West  signed,  not  as  representing  the  first  see 
in  Christendom,  but  as  president — Cordova,  Rome,  Alesandria, 
Antioch,  Jerusalem ! 

I  have  said  that  this  supposed  arrangement  could  only 
have  been  by  the  emperor's  desire,  for  it  is  impossible  to 
suppose  that  Papal  legates  suggested  such  an  order,  or  that 
Alexandria  and  Antioch  would  otherwise  have  suffered  a 
suffragan  of  the  West  to  take  precedence,  when  a  question 
to  their  own  jurisdiction  over  tfaeir  Boffi-agans  was  coming 
for  discussion. 

Mr.  Puller  '  quotes  the  case  of  Marinas,  Bishop  of  Arlea,  at 
the  Council  of  Aries,  who  is  supposed  by  some  to  have  presided. 


Prim.  SS.  ^  148,  not«  S. 


-384 


LEGATE. 


Bat  it  is  not  certain  that  he  did  ; '  and  he  vas  the  biftliop  of 
the  place,  and  the  council  was  in  no  sense  oecumenical,  but  was 
convened  under  peculiar  circumstances  (cf.  p.  145).  Hosius 
wan  not  Bishop  of  Nice,  but  of  a  see  in  Spain.  And  is  it  con- 
[jeetvable  ibat,  if  Hosius  bad  acted  as  president,  a  lesser 
Western  aee  over  all  the  great  Eastern  sees,  in  the  East,  the 
preoodent  would  never  have  been  quoted  ?  Could  the  Council 
of  Chalcedon  have  blamed  Dioscorus  for  sitting  as  president 
in  the  presence  of  papal  legates,  b_v  the  express  order  of  the 
emperor,  at  the  Robber  Council  of  Ephesiis,  and  no  one  have 
pr^-ssed  the  point  that  at  Nice  even  a  leaser  Western  bishop 
bad  sat  above  even  Borne,  not  to  speak  of  Alexandria  and 
Antioch  ?  The  idea  is  so  unsupporteJ  by  any  historical 
«T)denc«,  that  it  vonld  hare  been  natural  to  pass  it  by,  bad 
not  several  recent  writers  made  a  cbivatrons  attempt  at 
foisting  it  into  the  history  of  the  council. 

It  is,  then,  on  the  Ust  of  signatures  alone  that  such  writers 
rely ;  it  is  from  the  same  list  that  we  may  derive  a  sound 
argnment  for  the  presidency  of  the  Pope  at  this  council.  It  ia 
not  only  from  the  account  of  Gelasius  of  Cyzicus  that  tbo 
proof  is  derivedj  hut  from  the  inherent  improbability  (I  had 
almost  snid  impossibility)  of  the  opposite  theory,  granting:  the 
accuracy  of  the  list  of  signatures,  which  is  not  denied.  These 
lists,  referred  to  by  Gelasius,  supported  by  the  strongest 
internal  probability,  and  the  analogy  of  the  mode  of  proce- 
dure at  subsequent  councils,  constitute  an  amount  of  evidence 
which  is  opposed  merely  by  the  fact  that  Hosius'  name  occura 
first,  and  the  assumption  that  be  signed  in  his  own  right. 

And  it  is  necessary  also  to  protest  against  the  idea  that  in 
this  instance  Gelasius  of  Cyzicus  may  be  discarded  as  of  no 
value."  Pbotius  of  Constantinople,  before  his  fall,  bracketed 
Hoeiofl  and  the  two  Roman  priests  as  forming  the  Papal  lega- 
tion, quoting  Gelasius.  And  Pbotius  must  have  been  relying 
Dot  only  on  his  own  judgment,  but  also  on  an  Eastern  tradition 
to  Uie  same  effect.     But  Gelasius  of  Cyzicus  could  hardly 

*  O.  Diet,  of  CHr.  Bieg.  Ki. '  MarinuB.' 

*  Hr.  Oore  {B.  C.  Ctaima.  p.  100,  3td  ed.)  altogether  failo  to  tppruiAte  the 
■il^aineiit  iaijtd  trom  the  liiU  ot  Oeksiiu.  Kearlj  ever;  aswrtioD  which  h« 
nskM  In  the  noie,  is  whiob  he  spaaks  of  this  subject,  cia;  bo  Uutlj  tjuuatiooed. 
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have  created  an  Eastern  tradition.  Besides,  Oelasius  is  not 
giving  hifl  own  authority,  which  would  be  of  comparatively 
little  north,  but  professes  to  be  copying  from  older  lists. 
TVliat  18  the  exact  uutliority  uf  those  Uate  no  one  can  Bay ;  but 
Gelasius  evidently  had  eome  other  lists  besides  the  one  from 
which  Eu6ebiu8  copies,  and  they  agreed  on  this  point.  The 
Eastoni  traditiou  iu  favour  of  the  presidency  of  Rome  at  the 
council  must  have  been  strong  for  it  to  be  adopted  aa  it  has 
been  into  the  Grffico-RasBian  liturgy.  In  the  office  of  St. 
Sylvester  the  following  address  to  him  in  reference  to  the 
council  occurs  : — '  TIiou  hast  shown  thyself  the  supreme  one  of 
the  Sacred  Council,  0  initiator  into  the  sacred  mysteries,  and 
lia«t  illnstrated  the  Throne  of  the  Supreme  One  of  the 
Disciples.'  Hero  is  the  prosideucy  of  the  Council  of  NicsA, 
attributed  to  St.  Sylvester,  as  the  successor  of  St.  Peter,  *  ihi 
supreme  one  of  the  Apostles.' 

That  the  legates  exercised  a  real  influence  is  involved  iai 
the  statement,  made  in  the  same  century  by  St.  Damast 
and  a  synod  of  ninety  hishops.  that  the  818  bishops  at  Nici 
were  '  directed  from  the  city  of  the  most  holy  Bishop  of  Itome  *^ 
in  the  work  of  the  council,  whilst  the  Council  of  Rome  in 
A.o.  485  states  that  the  318  bishops  there  assembled  '  rcferre 
the  conOrmation  of  things  and   the  authority  to   the  holy' 
Roman  Church.' 

n.  The  official  records  have  perished,  probably  destroyed] 
by  the  Arians  when  in  possession  of  the  Eastern  sees.    Henoft' 
it  is  not  open  to  argue  anything  from  the  silence  of  the 
1>isho|>8  on  this  or  that  subject.     It  would  be  arguing,  not 
from  the  silence  of  the  council,  but   from   the  absence  of, 
records.    When  Mr.  Puller  says  that  'umiotAtedlif,^  if  the  idea^l 
(i,e.  of  a  primacy  of  jurisdiction  as  posaessed  by  the  Bishop 
ol  Borne) '  had  lieen  presented  to  the  synod,  and  if  ani/  claim  on 
behalf  of  the  Pope  had  been  urged  as  of  divine  right,  there  ran 
be  no  quf$iion  thai  a  repudiation  of  such  claim  t0(»ihi  have  been  i 
moAe  in  unmittakahle  terms,'  he  is  arguing  not  from  history  bat 
from  preconceived  ideas.    But  when  he  goea  on  to  say,  'Bat 
as  a  matter  of  fact  the  claim  was  not  made,  and  therefore  the 
whole  conception  that   underlies  the   Vatican   deoroos  was 
'  Tbe  iuliei  in  tbu  MnttoM  R»  mlzM. 
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igiior«<],* '  he  first  mauufactures  his  history  &ni  then  uiake» 
an  uiiBonnd  deduction  from  his  fubrication.  How  can  we  i&y 
that '  aa  a  matter  of  fact  the  claim  waa  not  made/  when  we 
do  not  possess  a  single  record  beyond  the  creed  and  c&nona? — 
wiiea.  moreover,  the  learned  are  not  even  agreed  as  to  the 
number  of  canons  ?  MTio  has  interrogated  the  Nieene  Fathers 
to  know  what  was  said,  seeing  that  all  documentary  evidence 
has  perished  ?  But  supposing  that  the  claim  wan  not  made, 
how  does  this  prove  that  '  the  whole  conception  underlying  the 
Vatican  decrees '  was  '  ignored '  ?  It  proves  nothing  either 
way,  unless  it  can  be  shown  that  there  was  occasion  for  making 
the  claim.  But  how  can  we  suppose  that  such  a  claim  would 
come  in  d  propoa  of  the  business  of  the  synod  ?  Surely  these 
strong  assertions,  *  undoubtedly/  '  there  can  bo  no  (question/ 
need  some  other  groimd  on  which  to  rest.  The  fact  that  the 
original  documents  were  at  some  time  or  other,  in  the  case  of 
each  of  the  greater  Eastern  sees,  in  the  hands  of  the  Arians, 
and  the  tendency  that  we  know  the  Ariaus  exhibited  to  forge 
and  mutilate  documents,  mu^t  make  us  very  careful  how  we 
Qse  oven  those  we  do  possess.  Where  great  institutions  rest 
upon  them,  where  traces  of  them  are  foimd  in  other  writings, 
and  when  there  is  corroborative  evidence  in  the  West,  we 
mny  trust  them.  But  as  to  arguing  from  their  silence,  and 
calUng  it  'significant/  one  is  compelled  to  say  that  those 
who  buiJd  such  tremendous  issues  on  such  ii  sandy  foundation 
are  having  rccoorse  to  a  most  dangurous  expedient.  St. 
Boniface,  addressing  the  bishops  of  Thessaly,  reminds  them 
that  the  Nicene  Fathers  did  not  venture  to  lay  down  anything 
regarding  the  See  of  St.  Peter,  because  they  knew  that  'that 
Wae  bestowed  by  the  word  of  the  Lord/  As  an  hypothesis 
thia  is  eqnally  rational  with  that  of  the  supreme  jurisdiction 
of  the  Pope  having  been  ignored  ;  as  »  matter  supported  by 
evidence,  it  has  more  in  its  favour  than  the  latter  hypothesis. 
Tlie  history  of  matters  immediately  BubBe<]uent  to  the  council 
win  ihow  that  this  must  have  been  the  case;  for  it  Is  not 
reuonable  to  suppose  that  St.  Julius,  St.  Liberius,  and  St. 
Damasus  could  have  acted  as  they  did,  if  the  primacy  of 
jnrisdiction  had  been  *  ignored  '  at  the  Council  of  Niciea.    We 
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mnst  not  take  history  piece  by  piece,  but  trace  the  continuoas 
development  of  au  iustitutioii,  if  we  wouliJ  uuderBtaud  its  real 
meaiiuig. 

§  Ul.~^The  SixtJt  Cannn. 

I.  There  is,  however,  one  canon  which  gives  us  a  glimpse 
of  the  nature  of  the  Church's  government.  It  ran  thus: — 
'  The  Roman  Church  has  the  primacy '  (or,  '  Let  the  Roman 
Church  have  the  primacy,'  or,  as  the  true  version  probablyi 
runs.  '  It  is  the  ancient  custom  that  the  Roman  Church 
should  hold  the  primacy ').  *  Let  the  ancient  customs  be  main- 
tained, which  are  in  Egj'pt,  Libya  and  Pentaiwlis,  according 
to  which  the  Bishop  o(  Aleiandria  has  authority  over  all 
thoae  places,  since  tliis  is  also  customary'  (or  'there  is  a  lika 
custom ')  '  to  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  la  like  manner  in  Auliocki 
and  in  the  other  provinces  these  privileges  aru  to  be  pre- 
served.' 

As  it  is  disputed  by  some  whether  the  first  clause  aboutj 
the  Roman  Church  formed  part  of  the  canon,  I  will  leave 
that  for  the  moment  as  though  it  did  not  exist.    And  I  will 
also   suppose   thnt   tho  canon  ends  here,  although  I  thii 
there  is  good  reason  to  suppose  that  there  was  at  one  timft' 
more  in  the  cauou. 

One  thing  that  must  strike  the  most  casual  observer  a( 
once  is  the  fact  that  the  Church  comee  before  us  after  bar 
three  centuries  of  persecution  with  her  hierarchy  of  bishopi 
already  in  order.  Throe  sees  come  before  us  with  litlee 
jurisdiction  already  poascssed.  The  council  did  not  orij^iuat*' 
their  jurisdiction,  and  settled  not  to  meddle  with  it.  Their 
words  do  not  even  imply  that  they  could.  The  force  of 
ancient  custom  is  too  much  for  them.  Whence  the  ancient 
cnetom  was  derived,  on  what  authority  it  was  based,  they  do 
not  say ;  we  can  settle  tliat  from  other  sourcea.  ITie 
Canon  gives  no  hint  as  to  whether  ttieae  customg,  all  or  au] 
of  them,  relied  on  divine  uistitution  or  on  ecclebiastical  af 
mont.  The  three  sees  thai  oome  before  us  ui  this  im^Kirtailt 
canon  are  the  sees  of  Peter,  and  their  relationships  were. 
according  to  the  Fathers  of  Nicea,  of  ancient  origin.  Within 
the  jurisdiction  of  one  of  these  Petrine  sees  a  quarrel  had 
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arisen.     Meletius,  an  £g>-|]tian  bishop,  had  riHen  agAinBt  his 

I  patriarch  (so  to  caU  him  by  aaticipatiou)  and  forntcd  a  Rchism. 

[The  couDcil  had  already  dealt  with  metropolitans;  it  uow 
proceeded  to  deal  with  greater  metropolitans,'  those  bishops 
vbo  bad  metropoUtacs  under  them.  Tbf^y  decide  that  there 
is  nothing  to  be  done  but  to  adhere  to  the  jtiriadictional 
extent  of  (he  See  of  Aluxaudria  as  it  had  been  mapped  out  in 
the  past. 

II.  But  the  Fathers  in  this  canon  give  a  reason  for  not  in- 
terfering with  the  jurisdiction  of  Alexandria.  They  Bay  that 
the  ancient  cnstomary  jurisdiction  of  that  see  should  remain 
what  it  ia,  *  since  [or  becaose,  irrtt^]  the  same  in  customary 
with  the  bishop  of  Rome.'  Thus  the  moat  marked  difttinction 
is  drawn  between  the  [losition  of  Home  on  the  onc>  hand  and  the 

[great  gees  of  Alexandria  and  Antiocb  on  the  other.  Home's 
oognisance,  or  Rome's  example,  whichever  be  the  true  inter- 
pretation, is  quoted  by  the  Nicene  Fathers  as  determining  the 
queetion  of  Alexandria's  rights  of  j  arisdiction.' 

If  the  expression  used  in  this  canon — viz.  '  since  this  is 
cnstomary  also  with  the  Bishop  of  Borne  * — means  that  such 
exercise  over  other  bishops  was  the  custom  also  with  the 

^"Bishop  of  Rome,  llien  Rome's  patriarclial  sway  is  held  up  as 
the  norm  and  sufficient  justification  of  a  similar  authority  on 
the  part  of  the  Bishop  of  Alexandria.  The  council  docs  not 
touch  upon  the  origin  or  ground  of  Rome's  organisation  of 
her  jurisdiction.  Tiiat  did  not  come  within  its  purview.  It 
spoke  of  her  iiatriarchal  sway  as  stttltKl  and  an  sftlliwj  their 
<mii  decision  (i'TreiKt]).  It  has  been  said  that  the  absence  of 
any  reference  in  this  canon  to  the  unique  and  sovereign  posi- 
tion of  the  Bitihop  of  Rome  *  is  a  proof,  if  proof  were  wanted, 

*  C(.  Valftii  Obnw.  in  Soc  tt  Sot.  3.  vili.    80  Jerome,  John  Scholasticne. 
P4U.  of  Coiuluitisoplc,  and  Petrna  dt  Marca. 

'  Mr.  Puiira  dvKchbcE  the  eaoon  m  going  on  '  to  oile  tha  ease  of  tbe  Koman 
f8M  w  pftnUel  to  tbe  cam  of  tbe  Alnundrion  Sm  *  {Prim.  SS-  p.  Mfi)-  But 
I  th»  cuion  (jota  on  to  cilt  th«  jMtalUl  onee  of  the  Roman  S*e  as  tht  yround  tot 
i«ontiDBing  h»  rigbta  to  AJeiandrift.  TtuH  Mr.  Piillec  tnuits  to  notice.  Hr. 
[ Cote's  •Dtnmujruf  Hut  o»nun  ia  equalljr  misleading:  *The  fathers  ■□  the  Siitli 
Canon  recognited  in  Rom*  a  {]niuii-p«iriarchal  power  id  hor  ovn  rcffion  Uke 
Labat  wUich  thej  acknowledged  eqiiall;  in  Alexandria  and  Antioch.  They 
notbing  more'  (R.  C.  Ctainit,  Srd  edit.  p.  00).  Surely  thex  ang- 
I  a  graai  d«al  more  whan  thoy  gave  tbu  aa  Vu  rt^uon  tor  tfanir  own  action. 


168 


WIUCU   BASES   ITS  JUDGMENT 


AD    SOCI 


that  the  First  (Ecumenioal  Council  liiiew  nothing  of  the 
doctrine  of  Papal  supremacy.'  And  the  Bishop  of  Lincoln  has 
recently  called  special  attention  to  this  proof,  quoting  these 
words  and  saying,  •  Wo  need  to  bring  our  minds  to  Uie  con- 
sideration of  Buch  words.'  '  The  same  writer  (Dr.  iJright) 
urgea  in  the  previous  sentence  that  since  they  were  touching 
on  jurisdiction  they  were  bound  to  go  on  and  epenk  of  Papi 
jurisdiction  if  they  beliovcd  in  it.  The  hcfit  answer  would  bel 
to  ask,  NVhy  ?  If  that  jurisdiction  were  under  dispute,  one 
could  miderstand  why  they  ought  to  have  gone  on  to  epeakj 
of  it.  If  not,  there  is  no  conceivable  reason  why  they  7nui 
enter  upon  such  a  subject.  The  proof  to  the  consideration  of 
whicli  we  aro  asked  '  to  bring  our  minds  *  is  of  the  nature  of, 
a  petitio  princijm.  We  may  with  much  greater  justice  ask 
why  the  Fathers  quoted  Home's  relationship  to  the  sees  of 
her  pati'iartlmte  as  an  adequate  reason  (fn-eiS^)  for  so  all- 
important  a  decision  as  that  the  jurisdiction  of  Alexandria 
was  not  to  be  interfered  with,  Mere  antiquity  would  not  be 
Bufficicnt.  The  Nicenc  Fathers  were  not  a  body  of  antiqua- 
ries concerned  to  preserve  the  shape  of  an  cdiUce  from  mere 
love  of  the  antique.  The  custom  must  have  been  based  on 
sufficient  authority,  and  tliis  authority  they  give — *  since  * 
[that  is.  becauBO)  '  this  is  customary  to  Homo.*  The  reascoi 
given  suggests  that  Home  is  something  more  tlian  Alexantbia 
and  Anlioch— nay,  than  the  whole  Council  of  Nice,  forltome'a 
action  is  as!>umed  as  the  true  norm  of  ecclesiastical  govern- 
ment. The  council  did  not  confirm  anything  iu  tliis  matter 
as  a  superior  court,  it  only  followed  custom.  It  (jave  nothing, 
except  its  adhesion  to  the  customary  jurisdiction  already 
settled.  It  dealt  with  Alexandria  and  Antioch,  but  only  to 
declaiX'  the  type  which  Homo  had  supplied  by  her  action  ui 
her  own  neighbourhood  to  be  a  sufficiDut  authority.'  On  this 
ground  they  considered  the  protesting  bishops  bound  to  obey 
their  Metropolitan  at  Alexandria. 


■  Cf .  hU  Ptetmce  to  Tk$  PrimitiM  Sainit  and  (h§  Sut^  Bom*,  bjr  Ber.  J. 
W,  Poller,  p.  iTi. 

■  Thia  ■eeniB  to  be  tlic  vi«w  of  it  tikkcn  by  tb«  Eighth  Ova.  Ooonoil,  actio  x. 
oap.  17,  bol  not  <iail«  ccrtainlj'.  It  is  Ibe  LuterpnUtion  girto  hj  Nioolu  L  ia 
tuB  letter  to  t]i6  Emperor  MiohMl. 
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m.  I  have  given  this  interpretation  first  because  of  tbe 
great  authority  it  can  claim.  But  I  catuiut  conceal  from  my- 
«elf  that,  as  comi>ared  with  a  second,  adopted  ly  Baroniua 
and  BeUarminc,  it  labours  under  certain  disadrantagca.  tn 
the  first  place  it  gives,  indeed,  a  reason  for  the  general  prin- 
ciple of  patriarchal  juriudictiuu,  but  not  for  tbe  particular 
instance ;  and  it  was  tbe  parttculur  instance  wliieb  was  tbe 
point  in  hand.  That  is  to  say,  it  is  not  clear  bow  the  roaaon 
given  on  this  interpretation  would  account  for  tbe  decision 
that  those  Egyptian  bishops  in  jmrliculai'  should  remain 
under  Alexandria.  And,  sceandly,  the  canon  does  not^  in 
some  of  the  oldest  versions,  speak  of  ii  gmilar  cxcrcine  of 
jurisdiction  as  customary  with  the  Bisluip  of  liome,  but  it 
says,  •  since  this  is  customary  to  the  Bishop  of  Rome.'  What 
ifl  '  this  •  ? 

Taking  the  words  simply  as  they  stand,  the  canon  may  be 
said  to  assert  that  tbe  subjection  of  the  Egyptian  bishops  to 
Alexandria  woa  customary  with  the  Bisbop  of  Rtime.  That  is 
to  say,  the  jurisdiction  of  Alexandria  over  these  bishops  had 
been  the  arrangement  with  respect  to  them  recognised  and 
acted  apon  hy  the  Bishop  of  Rome  himself,  and  that  conso- 
quently  things  must  remain  as  they  were.  They  conM  not 
interfere  with  the  ancient  custom  which  had  been  thus  recog- 
nised by  Borne.  The  arrangement  had  been  made  with  the 
cognisance  of  Rome.  We  can  hardly  doubt  that  the  Papal 
legatee  had  been  instructed  on  this  question.  And  they  may 
have  given  the  information  that  the  bishops  of  Rome  had 
long  ago  originated,  or  arranged,  or  consented  to  this  joris- 
diction  of  Alexandria.  In  this  case  the  Nicene  Fathers'  judg- 
ment, when  they  said  'Let  the  ancient  customa  hold  good, 
&c.,' would  be  equivalent  to  saying,  'Let  these  bishops  remain 
tmder  tbe  See  of  Alexandria,  since  this  arrangement  is  of  long 
etonding.  it  being  customary  with  the  bishops  of  Rome  to  act 
npon  it  * — as  had  actually  happened  in  tbe  previous  century  in 
tbe  case  of  the  bishops  of  Upper  Nubia  and  St.  Dlonysias  of 
Bomo  and  his  namesake  of  Alexandria. 

On  the  supposition  that  the  supremacy  of  the  Church  of 
Bome  was  a  tmiversally  recognised  trntb,  this  would  be  a 
iDOst  natural  way  of  speaking.     It  is  here  advanced,  however^ 
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not  as  a  positive  proof  of  tbat  doctrme,  but  as  a  reply  to  the 
various  coujecturoa  on  which  tho  writera  above  quoted  rely,, 
arguing  from  the  Ruppoaed  ailonee  of  the  fragmentary  reoorda 
which  wo  pofisesB,  and  parlieularly  of  this  canon.  The  argu- 
ment advanced  by  Dr.  Bright  and  empbasiBed  by  the  Bishop 
of  Lincoln,  to  the  effect  tbat  if  the  Church  had  beUeved  in  the 
supremacy  of  the  Cluirch  of  liome,  it  muot  have  uaJd  ao  in 
tliie  canon,  may  thus  be  met  in  two  ways  :  first,  by  insisting 
on  the  precarious  nature  of  the  argument  from  silence,  in 
tfao  absence  of  the  Acta  of  the  Council ;  and  secondly,  by 
showing  that  it  cannot  l>e  fairly  deomed  boyund  dispute  that 
this  canon  was  not  meant  to  give  the  authority  of  Home  as  an 
all-sufHcient  reason  for  these  Fathers  not  venturing  to  iono- 
T&te  on  the  customary  rolationflhip  of  Alexandria  to  her  suf- 
fragan sees.  There  is,  moreover,  this  indisputable  fact>  on 
wliich  Pope  Nicobis  I.  laid  stress  in  his  celebrated  letter  to  the 
Emperor  Michael,  that  whiit^t  the  coancU  described  the  jurii- 
diction,  more  or  less,  of  Alexandiia  aiid  AuUoch,  it  did  not 
do  the  same  in  regard  to  Rome.  Ruiinus,  indeed,  supplier  us 
with  some  information  in  regard  to  tlie  patriarclial  jurisdic- 
tion of  Home,  gpeaking  of  Ibe  subnrbicariau  churches,  but  a» 
his  uitiirpretation  is  not  generally  accepted  as  part  of  the, 
oanon,  we  cauuot  say  under  what  form  mention  was  made  of 
those  churches. 

lY.  This  whole  contention  will  be  greatly  strengthened  If 
we  consider  the  probability  that  this  cauon  had  for  its  head- 
ing, or  rather,  for  its  iii-st  sentence,  the  words  read  by  tbe 
Boman   legates  at  the    Council    of    Chalcedon,   viz.  'The 
Cliurcb  of  Rome  always  held  [or.  Let  tbe  Church  of  Bom« 
always  holdj  the  primacy.'  '     Aetius,  tho  Archdeacon  of  Con- 
fitantinople,  is  supposed  to  have  read  out  a  copy  of  the  canoa, 
without  this  lieading.   Rut  there  is  no  suggestion  in  the  Aota^j 
as  we  iiave  them,  that  this  was  by  way  of  contrast  to  the] 
legates'  version,  which  came  from  Lilybsum.    It  ia  hardly 

'  The  full  reading  is  very  likely  'Lei  Uw  aaoiest  ctutloai  nnn&iD  Uut  Uwj 
Charcb  o(  Home  shoolil,'  d*c.  (cf.  ViDosuxi,  De  Sacrd  MonanhiA  B»br, 
Chnttianomm).     Cnaoii  Bright  ia    bardlj  (air  in  sftjing  'the  PrutA   \'e 
IriM  to  bt«n3  tl)«  origin*!  with  tho  RootMi  gloH.'    Th«  Pruca  V^rtio  it  •  : 
AUtboritjr.  ftod  from  *a  old  Gnek  r«nioD. 
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coDceivable  that  he  shoulcl  have  read  tUia  canon  at  all ;  for 
each  side  was  asked  to  read  tbo  canons  on  which  they  relied. 
The  Papal  legates  relied  on  that  i>ortion  of  the  Sixth  CanoQ 
which  places  Alexandria  and  Antioch,  and  not  Constantinople, 
next  to  liome  ;  the  Eastcrnt)  relied  on  the  Third  Cauou  of 
Constantinople.  Aetius  probably  read  this  alone,  and  not  the 
Sixth  Canon,  which  carried  on  tho  face  of  it  his  condemnation 
—in  fact,  the  bisho[»' resolution  bad  departed  from  the  canon 
which  Aetius  did  read,  being,  as  Dr.  Bright  eupbemtBticoUy 
phrases  it,  '  more  astute  than  candid,' '  or,  as  we  might  put  it, 
somewhat  dishonest.  The  imjienal  commissioners,  in  num- 
vaiDg  up,  decided  that  from  all  that  had  gone  before  it  was 
dear  that  Rome  held  the  primacy,  but  as  that  was  not  the 
point  in  question,  thoy  proceeded  to  the  subject  of  Constanti- 
nople's place  in  the  order  of  sees. 

The  occurrence  of  this  Sixth  Canon  in  what  the  Arch- 
deacon of  Constantinople  is  supposed  to  have  read,  is  probably 
due  to  the  copyists,  one  of  whom  put  the  Sixth  Canon  In  the 
margin,  and  another  eventually  introduced  it  into  the  text,  a 
most  frequent  mode  of  corrupting  the  text,  as  all  textual 
critics  are  aware. 

So  that,  BO  far  from  the  legates'  veraion  of  the  Sixtli 
Canou  read  at  Chalcedon  being  a  forgery,'  it  is  probably  the 
insertion  of  the  other  version  which  is,  I  will  not  say  a  forgevy, 
bnt  an  error  In  the  transcriber.' 

Thus  the  Council  of  Nicrea,  as  a  whole,  suggests  the  unique 
position  of  the  Bishop  of  liome  as  something  more  than  that 
of  the  Duke  of  Norfolk  to  the  rest  of  the  English  peerage.* 
It  does  not  discnsa  Papal  jurisdiction  ;  for,  on  the  hypothesis 
of  its  truth,  it  would  be  beyond  the  province  of  a  council  to 
enter  upon  such  a  question,  which  neither  was,  nor  could  be, 
submittttl  to  its  conBJ deration.  It  did  not  speak  of  Papal 
infokllibility ;  it  had  met  together  to  show  that  the  teaching 
of  the  West  was  also  the  teaching  of  the  East,  to  express  the 

■  Ctmom  of  (tu  First  Four  Gtnerai  Couticih,  1R92,  p.  323. 

■  Aft  tho  BUbop  of  Linooln,  Dr.  Bright,  «n<l  Mr.  PuU«r  uwrt  (ef.  Prim> 
8S.  rrvbcw.  p.  ixi.), 

■  For  a  further  trMtBMol  at  ihii  mbJMt,  oL  in/ra,  oa  Uic  SSth  Ckooa. 
*  TtM  nmili)  BeUoted  in  Priau  8S. 


172  NO   ACTS  EXIST.  i.D.  800—384 

unity  of  the  teaching  Church,  and  to  settle  a  qnestion  of  the 
first  importance  in  regard  to  jurisdiction  in  the  East,  in  the 
settlement  of  which  it  alleged  the  practice,  or  the  cognisance, 
of  the  Bishop  of  Rome  as  its  sufficient  warrant  for  adhering 
to  the  long-established  relationship  between  Alexandria  and 
its  suffragan  bishops.  It  cannot  be  too  often  repeated,  in 
view  of  the  argument  from  silence,  that  the  Acts  of  the  Coun- 
cil are  not  forthcoming,  having  been,  it  may  be,  destroyed  by 
the  Arians  when  in  possession  of  the  Eastern  sees.  And 
besides  the  work  of  destruction,  these  heretics  were  busy  in 
the  work  of  forgery.  Consequently,  we  have  to  be  careful 
about  arguing  from  what  we  do  possess,  and  still  more  careful 
about  arguing  from  what  we  do  not  possess.  It  is  not  until 
we  come  to  the  Council  of  Ephesus  that  we  are  able  to  see  the 
Church  in  conciUar  action  in  the  comparative  daylight  of 
anything  like  adequate  records.' 

*  I  do  not  forget  St.  AthanasiaB' work  on  tbe  Deorees  ol  the  Nioene  Bynod; 
bat  that  does  not  validate  the  arguineiit  tioin  sileooe. 


ArrsB  the  Counoil  of  Kicsoa  it  seemed  as  if  the  Church  had 
entered  upon  an  era  of  triumph.  But  onn  catastrophe  changed 
the  whole  face  of  things.  A  bishop  with  Arian  sympathies 
gained  the  ear  of  ConBtantine,  and  henceforth  the  whole 
I  veight  of  imperial  influence  was  brought  to  boar  upon  the 
establishment  of  heresy.  St.  Athauasius  ecizing,  br  he  ouce 
did,  the  bridle  of  the  emperor's  horse,  and  instating  upon  his 
abating  hia  opposition  to  tlie  Catholic  Faith,  but  in  vain,  was 
a  symbol  of  what  was  going  on.  Constantinc  was  persitadod 
that  he  vas  enforcing  the  Nicene  Faith;  and  Eusebius  was 
victorious  all  along  the  line,  in  both  mounting  himself,  from 
throne  to  throne,  in  the  teeth  of  Niceiie  regulations,  and  in 
deposing  the  orthodox  bishops.  And  the  weapon  that  he  vic- 
twioosly  opposed  to  the  Council  of  Nice  was  a  sj-nod  convoked 
by  the  emperor.'  It  was  a  line  of  action  to  be  repeated  iu 
the  history  of  the  Church — viz.  a  synod  of  bishopB,  mider  the 
influence  of  the  Crown,  deciding  as  to  the  government  of  the 
CUrifitiaD  Church.  And  it  entered  upon  the  platform  of 
Cbarcli  history  andor  the  patronage  of  the  deadliest  foe  that 
the  Clmrch  has  ever  known.  It  was  the  darling  project 
of  an  Arianising  emperor  under  the  influence  of  an  Arian 
bishop.  In  this  case,  however,  the  bishop  was  the  foe,  the 
emperor  the  inatrnment.  It  was  not  yet  the  theory  of  tlie 
Independence  of  National  Churches,  bnt  it  was  akin  to  it,  and 
ita  natural  parent.  The  supremacy  of  the  Cron^i  was  ousting 
the  anpremacy  of  the  Holy  See-  Imprisoned  or  exiled  bishops 
in  communion  with  the  Se«  of  8t.  Peter  (reminding  us  of 

»  For  an  ioterwtUis  •ipftngi<»n  oTUiii.tM  Tht  Thnm<  qf  the  FisHtrmon.bj 
t,  W.  AIU««.  ch.  ri. 
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events  in  the  sixteenth  century)  were  the  immediate  result  of 
the  alliance  between  Charch  and  State  which  sprang  up 
through  the  wily  mnchinations  of  Eusebius,  Hiabop  first  of 
BcrytuE,  then  of  Nicomedia  (whon  the  Court  was  there),  and 
lastly  (on  the  Court's  removal),  Bishop  of  Constantinople.  In 
concert  with  the  emperor,  tbo  whole  constitution  of  the 
Church  was  soon  further  assailed  by  the  attempt  of  Eiisebius* 
sucoefisors  to  ba^  the  jurisdiction  of  patriarchs,  not  on  their 
connection  with  Apostolic  origin,  but  on  the  secular  position  of 
their  city.  It  waa  the  world  against  the  Apostle ;  the  crown 
against  the  crozier;  Cffisar  usurping  the  prerogatives  of 
Peter.  Constantinople,  but  a  few  years  ago,  was  a  spot  aU 
but  unknown,  whose  bishop  was  suiTragan  to  the  Bishop  of 
Heraelea.  Now  it  was  New  Rome,  and  its  bishop  aspired  to 
be  a  second  Fope.  The  Pope  wns  the  successor  of  St.  Peter, 
and  therein  his  strength  lay;  but  that  Apostle  had  selected  the 
centre  of  the  world  for  the  base  of  his  operations,  and  as  the 
centre  had  shifted,  why  might  not  the  new  imperial  city  be 
also  the  centre  of  a  new  patriarchal  jurisdiction  ?  The  answer 
was,  that  Peter,  not  Cresar,  is  the  governor  of  the  Christi 
Church. 

And  under  the  difficulties  which  now  emerged,  in  some 
■sense  the  greatest  that  the  Church  had  as  yet  had  to  meet,  the 
government  of  Peter  became  the  salvation  of  the  Faith  of 
Nicrea,  As  the  Church  entered  npon  her  new  course  of 
aUiance  mth  the  State,  the  £astern  bishoim  more  and  more 
discovered  a  fatal  weakness  incident  upon  their  proximity  to 
the  new  centre  of  secular  power  on  the  shores  of  the  Bosphorus. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  genius  for  government  and  the  inherent 
strength  and  majesty  of  the  Holy  See  became  more  and  mo 
pronounced,  under  circumstances  of  unparalleled  difficul 
It  is  evident  that  the  full  meaning  of  the  Niceno  canons  c 
only  gradually  make  itself  felt ;  and  the  same  is  trne  of  the 
guardian  of  those  canons,  viz.  the  Apoetolic  8ee.  The  history 
of  this  eventful  period  is  orientated  by  a  remark  made  by  St. 
Gregory  the  Great  in  reference  to  a  later  Bishop  of  Constanti- 
nople :  '  As  to  what  he  says,  that  he  is  subject  to  the  Apoetnlie 
Bee,  I  know  not  what  bishop  ia  not  subject  to  it,  if  any  fault  be 
found  in  bishops.'    When  *  fault  is  found  in  bishops '  then 
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the  primacy  develops  its  stores  of  wisdom  and  authority  to 
correct  the  fault.  This  is  precisely  what  bfippened  in  the 
post-Nicene  period.  Until  then,  as  Mr.  Allies  points  out  in 
his  'Throne  of  the  Fisherman,' '  bishops  Iia<l  not  learnt  to 
strnpgle  with  one  another  for  place  and  power,  and  the  need 
of  a  head  was  not  so  keenly  felt.  But  wlitu  ambition  came 
to  curse  the  East,  then  came  out  to  view  the  controlling  |>ower 
of  the  Sovereign  Pontiff. 

This,  then,  is  the  salient  feature  of  the  next  fifty  yoarg 
after  Kic»a,  viz.  the  Holy  See  'confirioing  the  hrethren  '  '  in 
title  East.  The  Court  bishop  in  the  East  was  the  new  faotor 
in  the  Chxirch's  life  and  the  source  of  unceasing  trouble.  Court 
and  bishop  together  did  their  best  to  deprave  the  Church's  faith. 
They  must  have  succeeded  but  for  the  unbending  firmness  of 
the  Holy  Bee,  for  a  council  couM  not  guard  its  own  canons, 
9o  fu  the  Apostolic  tradition  had  been  guarded  by  the  See  of 
Bome ;  and  now  the  position  at  once  occupied  by  that  see, 
when  the  Fathers  of  Nicrea  had  dispersed  to  their  various 
homee,  waa  precisely  that  of  j^tardian  of  the  Nicene  inter- 
pretation of  the  Apostolic  tradition  against  refractory  and 
Erostian  bishops.  The  government  of  the  Church  was,  in 
fact,  not  merely  episcopal  but  aiwetolical ;  episcopacy  was 
onequai  to  the  strain  that  endued,  but  the  Holy  Apostolic 
See  gave  strength  to  the  episcopal  brotherhood. 

It  was  in  the  course  of  the  striiggUi  t]mt  now  ensued  between 
Cathohc  and  Eraetian  bishops  that  8t.  Julins,  the  reigning 
Pope  (who,  after  the  short  reign  of  St.  Mark,  had  succeeded 
8t.  Sylvester,  the  president  of  the  Council  of  Nica?a),  wrote  a 
letter  of  even  exceptional  importance,  which  has  been  fortu- 
nately preserved  to  us  by  the  care  of  St.  AthanasiuB.  This 
letter  has  an  important  bearing  on  the  Nicene  canons ;  it  is 
quoted  at  length  by  St.  Athanasius,  and  it  affords  irrefragable 
witness  to  the  existence,  in  the  Xioene  period,  of  the  entire 
elaim  on  the  part  of  Bome  to  a  divinely  instituted  anthority 
over  East  and  West  alike.  It  has,  moreover,  in  view  of  modern 
discussions,  the  advantage  of  having  been  protested  against  by 
those  who  were  opposed  to  the  Nicene  Faith.     And  yet  ita 
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author,  St.  Julius,  was  canonised  by  the  Oborch,  and  hin 
name  figures  in  St.  Athanasius'  life  and  writings  as  the  great 
defender  of  the  faith.' 

His  letter,  which  St.  Atbanasius  gives  with  obviouB  approval, 
deals  with  a  caiion  drawn  up  hy  a  synod  of  Eastern  biahopa, 
which  was  meant  to  silence  8t.  Atbanasias  liimself.  The 
Emperor  Coustanttus,  listening  to  tlie  falsehoods  by  means  of 
which  the  Eusebian  heretics  succeeded  in  deposing  Atbana^iius, 
Euetathius,  and  Paul,  the  orthodox  bishops  respectively  of 
Alexandria,  Antioch,  and  Constantinople,  bad  assembled  a 
council  of  bishoiw  at  Antiodi,  who  pas&od  the  following 
canon : — *  A  bishop  who  has  been  deposed  by  a  council  ma; 
not  resume  his  office,  nor  be  restored  by  any  subsequon 
council,  if,  after  his  deposition,  he  bos  dared  to  execn 
occlcBiastical  functions.'  The  canon  was  specially  aimed  at 
St.  Athanaaina,  who  had  been  '  deposed '  by  the  Council  of 
Tyre,  and  after  his  return  from  banishment  had  !»alous1y 
resumed  liis  work  as  bishop.  This  Council  of  Tyre  was  an 
assemblage  of  bishops  presided  over  by  the  Arian  emiwrnr. 
determined  to  oust  Kt.  Athanasiua  from  the  See  of  Alexandria, 
and  the  Council  of  Antioch  had  thus  fitampcd  this  s^iiod 
with  the  character  of  finaJity.  '  But,'  says  Socrates,  '  Julius, 
Bisliop  of  Old  Rome,  was  not  there,  nor  diJ  he  send  a  repre- 
sentative, although  the  ecclesiastical  canon  expressly  commands 
that  the  Churches  shall  not  make  ordinances  contrary  to  the 
judjimcnt  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome '  (ii.  8).  And  Sozomen  aaya 
(iii.  10):  'Julius  wrote  that  theyhatt  acted  against  the  canons 
because  they  bad  not  called  htra  to  the  council,  the  ecclcHiastical 
canon  commanding  that  the  Churches  ought  not  to  moke 
canons  bosidc  the  will  of  the  Bishop  of  the  Bomana.* 

They  had  chosen  to  have  their  own  council  under  the, 
emperor  in  isoUitioii,  altbouf^,  as  Theodoret  says,  '  Po; 
Julius,  adhering  to  the  law  of  the  Church,  both  command 
thorn  to  repair  to  Borne  and  summoned  Athanasius  to  trial 
(•H.  E.'  ii.  4).     'Both  tliey  and  we  were  summoned,'  sa; 
St.  Athana&tus  himself.^ 

■  Mr.  Poller,  in  his  JVi)nitir«  SainU.  tte.  p.  litS.  hu  nothing  to  ny  aAftinit 
Hi.  JuUuft.  Ha  iiroD  cftlis  Luu  saint,  a  tiUs  vhich  h»  denies  io  trwy  dUmt 
Pope  in  ihftt  eenlury.  •  ApoU  e.  Arian.  n.  1- 
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These  bishops,  then,  averred  that  the  decision  of  the 
G>iinci]  of  Tyre  should  not  be  subject  to  appeal,  on  the  ground 
that  it  w&a  a  council  of  bishops  uudcr  imj>orial  leave.  It  was 
on  this  point  that  the  Roman  Pontiif  at  once  joined  issue  in 
his  celebrated  letter  preserved  by  St.  Athanasiua.  In  the 
oonrse  of  that  letter  be  accuses  these  bishops  of  violating;  tha 
discipline  of  the  Church.  They  had  condemned  the  Bishop  of 
Alexandria,  St.  Athauasius.  But  '  why,'  asks  St.  Julius. 
*  was  nothing  said  to  us  about  the  Church  of  Alexandria  in 
particular?  Are  you  ignorant  that  this  is  cufitomary,  for 
word  to  be  written  to  us  first,  and  then  for  a  ju»t  sentence  to 
be  passed  from  this  place '?  If,  then,  any  suspicion  rested 
upon  the  bishop  there,  notice  thereof  ought  to  have  been  sent 
to  the  Church  of  this  place  [i.e.,  Borne] ;  whereaS;,  after 
neglecting  to  inform  ua,  and  proceediug  on  their  own  authority 
aa  they  pleased,  now  they  dcsu-e  to  obtain  our  concurrence  in 
their  decisions.  .  .  .  Xot  so  have  the  directions  of  the  Ktithera 
preBoribed.  This  is  another  form  of  procedure,  a  novel  prac- 
tice. .  .  .  What  we  have  received  from  the  blessed  Apostle 
Peter,  that  I  signify  to  you.' ' 

It  was,  then,  according  to  St.  Julius,  a  novel  practice  in 
the  middle  of  the  fourth  century  for  a  council  of  bishops  to 
proceed  to  censure  the  second  Petrine  See,  that  of  Alexandria, 
on  their  own  authority,  insteatl  of  olitainiug  a  just  »cnt.cnce  from 
linme.  The  latter,  he  says,  was  the  usual  course,  sanctioned 
by  antiquity.  And  the  authority  thus  to  decide  was,  he  adds, 
derived  to  Rome  from  '  that  which  we  have  received  from  the 
blessed  Apostle  Peter,'  And  this  was  under  the  very  shadow 
of  the  Nicene  Council.  To  this  the  reply  of  the  Easebian 
heretics  was  that  *  it  wilb  not  hia  [JuIiur']  province  to  inter- 
fere.' The  EuBcbians,  in  their  endeavours  to  overthrow  the 
Nlcene  faith  as  to  our  Lord's  Divinity,  adopted  the  programme, 
as  we  leum  from  St.  Hilary,  that  things  settled  by  a  council 
in  the  East  should  be  simply  accepted  by  the  West,  and  riee 
r€r$a.  It  was  all  irapoi-tant  for  their  canse  that  they  should 
not  be  interfered  with  by  the  unyielding  orthodoxy  of  the 
Apostolic  See.    They  did  not  dream  of  a  province  settling 


■  Atbu).  IIi*t-  Tract.,  lAit.  of  Fatiurt.  p.  I>d. 
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Buob  things  all  by  itself,  withoat  antf  communication  with  the 
rest,  not  even  if  the  whole  East  vereto  be  cailed  ono  province 
— that  would  liavc  been  to  rend  the  Church  in  twain — but  they 
did  hope  to  withdraw  themselves  from  any  active  intervention 
on  the  part  of  Rome,  such  aa  had  hitherto  obtained  as  a 
matter  of  course.  But,  as  we  have  just  seen,  both  Socrates 
and  Sozomen — Eastern  historians — and  Theodoret  and  St. 
Athauasius  (by  implication)  speak  of  tho  idea  of  canons  being 
made  without  the  concurrence  of  the  Bishop  of  Borne  as 
unheard  of  np  to  that  time.  But  what  is  Rtill  more  important 
is  that  the  Council  of  Sardica  (if  the  Sardicau  canons  were 
really  pa9se<1  by  that  Council)  or  the  Niccne  canon  itself  (ii  the 
Sardicau  canons  are  really  Nicene)  condemned  the  Eusebians 
in  this  their  endeavour  to  settle  matters  of  high  importance 
without  reference  to  Bome.  It  will  be  necessary,  therefore,  to 
devote  our  attention  to  the  canons  which  go  by  the  name 
of  Sardican. 

$  n, — The  Sardifan  CtiHon». 

I  have  elsewhere'  shown  that  it  is  quite  possible  that 
these  canons  represent  actual  dccisionn  of  the  Niuene  Fathers ; 
but  whether  this  be  «o  or  not,  they  certainly  embody  the  mind 
of  the  Church  in  the  foorth  century.  Only  seventeen  years 
after  Nictea  St.  Julius  could  speak  of  the  '  cuatom '  of  referring 
judgment  on  the  Bishop  of  Alexandria  to  Rome  as  one  of 
the  diroctionij  of  the  Niceue  Fathers,  with  the  approval  of 
St.  Athauasius,  himself  Bishop  of  that  Eastern  city. 

Let  us,  then,  waiving  the  question  ob  to  whether  they  are 
actually,  or  only  virtually,  Nicene — passed,  that  is,  at  Nictea, 
or  an  accredited  appendix  to  that  council,  passed  at  Sardica — 
oxamintf  their  witnoaA  on  the  subject  of  appeals  to  Rome. 

Three  are  of  special  importance  in  relation  to  this  subject. 

I.  Canon  Thrre  decides  against  bishops  passing  from  pro- 
vince to  province,  '  lest  we  should  seem  to  close  the  door  of 
charity.*  If  this  were  Sardican,  it  may  have  had  special 
regard  to  EnRebiuB,  who  had  passed  from  Berytus  to  Con- 
stantinople ;  if  !^icene,  it  may  have  been  concerned  with  his 
passage  from  Berytus  to  Nioomedia,  where  he   was  bishop 

■  CI.  ApiMndix  U. 
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when  the  Coancil  of  Nicten  nat.  The  cauou  further  provided 
that  in  the  event  of  a  bishop  harin^  a  'caae'  against  another 
bishop  the  metropolitan  should  convene  a  provincial  synod. 
If  the  accaBc<l  lost  his  case  he  was  not  to  he  aJlowed  simply 
of  himself  to  appeal  to  Rome  neighbouring  bishops,  as  was  the 
tendency,  hut  if  he  wished  it,  an  appeal  was  to  be  arranged 
for  him,  and  in  the  same  rej^un.  There  is  no  (lucetion  here 
of  appeal  to  Rome  in  the  full  technical  Eertse.  But  '  Juliua, 
the  Uiahop  of  Rome '  (if  that  bo  the  true  reading  — for  some 
copies  have  'Sylvester,'  which  would  l>e  the  true  reading  if 
the  canon  waa  N'icene  in  its  origin),  was  to  be  asked  to  settle 
thf-  Judges  that  should  form  the  new  synod,  if  it  was  thought 
well  for  the  cas^  to  be  reheard.  In  deciding  this,  which 
consisted  in  asking  Rome  to  select  the  judges,  the  unusual 
formula  adds  as  a  reason,  '  Let  us  honour  the  memory  of  the 
Apostle  Pet«r.*  Supposing  this  to  be  Sardican,  it  would  con- 
tain a  judgment  npon  the  Council  of  Tyre.  The  irregularity 
of  that  council  consisted  in  the  fact  that  not  only  did  the 
emperor  call  a  council  without  consulting  the  Holy  See,  but  he 
actually  selected  the  judges.  The  Greek  historian  Socrates 
nys  of  Uie  Council  of  Antioch  :  *  Juliua,  iJifihop  of  Old  Rome, 
waa  not  there,  nor  did  he,  indeed,  send  a  representative, 
although  tht  e€cU:«ia»tical  rule  expressly  commands  that  the 
Church  shall  not  make  canons  without  the  consent  of  tho 
Biahopof  Rome'  (ii.  B).  It  is  difficult  to  suppose  that  Hocrales 
refers  to  anything  here  bat  a  canon  of  Kicea.  But  be 
that  as  it  may,  the  device  of  the  Eustibians  was  a  radical 
innovation  on  the  constitution  of  the  Cliurch.  Had  such  a 
course  been  permitted,  ^Vhanism,  which  was  so  successful  in 
attracting  to  itself  first  Coustantine.  and  then,  still  more 
decisively,  his  son  Constantius,  would  have  gained  the  day. 
Had  it  been  allowed  to  the  emperor  to  convoke  councils  for 
eases  of  apijeal,  without  reference  to  tho  Holy  See,  as  Con- 
Btantiue  had  done  in  the  case  of  Tyro,  and  Conslautiua  in  the 
esse  of  Antioeh  ;  had  il,  moreover,  been  permitted  to  the 
Crown  to  appoint  the  judges,  the  most  fundamental  feature 
of  the  polity  of  the  Church  would  have  been  destroyed.  It 
would  have  c«ascd  to  ho  A[K>stolical  in  its  government ;  and. 
the  empire  was  separated  into  various  nations,  each 
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tribe  would  have  had  its  owu  independent  national  Church. 
The  theory  of  independent  ntitional  Chiircliea  would  hvLve 
become  a  fact,  the  unity  of  theChurch  would  have  disappeared, 
and  the  guardianship  of  the  holy  faith  been  rendered  im- 
posuible.  No  wooder,  tlieu,  that  the  Sardieaii  Fathers,  if  the 
canon  was  theirs,  determined  still  to  honour  the  memory  of 
the  Apostle  Peter ;  or  that  the  Nicene  Fathers  (whose  canon 
we  may  suppose  it  to  represent)  in  view  of  fundamental 
piiuciplos  necessary  in  the  immediate  future,  rather  than  of 
Buch  bitter  experience  as  the  Sardicau  Fathers  would  have 
bad,  said  amonggt  themselves,  *  Let  us  honour  the  memory  of 
the  Apostle  Petor»'  in  the  future  as  in  the  post ;  and  that  the 
African  Fathers,  in  this  their  commentary  recorded  these 
utterances  of  Micene  Fathers  used  in  the  discussion  about 
the  canon. 

II.  Canoji  Four  deals  with  appeals  to  Eome.  'What  was  to 
happen  in  the  ca&c  of  bishops  who,  having  lost  their  cause  in 
the  second  court,  had  thence  appealed  to  Rome?  Their 
sec  must  not  be  occupied  by  another.  This  was  a  matter 
which  the  Niceno  Fathers  could  easily  foresee  would  lie 
likely  to  happen  in  the  future,  or  if  the  canon  be  Sardicaa, 
this  had  already  arisen  ;  and  here  it  is  no  longer  the  informal 
utterances  of  members  of  the  council,  and  the  particular 
occupant  of  the  Holy  See  is  no  longer  mentioned.  It  is  now 
aimply  '  the  Bishop  of  Rome.' 

III.  Canon  Seven,  again,  diials  with  the  case  of  a  bishop 
who,  having  been  condemued  in  the  court  of  firat  instance — 
viz.  the  synod  of  his  province— appeals,  without  recourse 
had  to  a  second  synod,  straight  to  Rome.  It  will  then,  ae* 
cordmg  to  the  canon,  belong  to  *  the  Bishop  of  Rome '  to  say 
whether  he  thinks  it  is  a  case  for  revision  ;  and  if  he  decidei 
in  the  affirmative,  it  will  rest  with  him  either  to  remit  the  ease 
to  the  bishops  of  the  province  adjoining  that  in  which  the 
condemned  bishop  lives,  or  to  send  a  legato  a  Uitrrr,  who 
can  undertake  the  case,  either  by  himself  or  in  conjunction 
with  the  bishops  of  the  neighbouring  province.' 


*  I  hftTO  h«ni  adopUd  Jonflnuiin'i  tutarpreUUon  of  ibeu  esiioDa  in  pn- 
tBnaem  to  Helele'e.    Th«  OaUcriai  hare  an  invaloablc  diai«rtation  oo    th« 
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IV.  Now  tlieee  canons  obtained  reception  erentuaHy  in  the 

East  as  veil  as  (at  odc«)  in  the  Weet.    They  were,  t<trajigely, 

lovn  in  Africa  daring  the  first  part  of  the  fifth  century ; 

but  the  Alrican  bishops  vere  in  a  small  minority,  and  tiie 

•j<aiunia  vere  eventually  iiicorpcMrated  even  in  their  African 

reode.     They  must,  therefore,  be  admitted  to  repreaoit  the 

mature  judgment  of  the  Church,  or,  to  be  more  accurate,  the 

^matured  expression  of  her  mind.    Men  cannot  put  themselves 

sk  into  the  beginning  of  the  fourth  century,  and  into  the 

sition  of  some  African  bishops  (for  the  evidence  is  against 

Bt.  Augustine  having  refused  to  receive  them  when  fully  made 

known) ;  they  cannot  adopt  as  the  basis  of  their  permanent 

position  an  episode  in  the  Ufe  of  one  portion  of  the  Church 

^which  did  not  represent  its  maturer  thought — they  cannot^  1 

t«ay,  do  this  —which  is  what  some  have  claimed  to  do,  and 

then  call  themsetves  by  the  name  of  Catholic. 

Constantinople  and  Alexandria,  although  their  (probably 
corrupted)  copies  of  the  sixth  N  icene  canon  did  not  contain 
these  said  provisionB,  bad  not  a  word,  so  far  as  history  tells 
X»t  to  say  against  the  justice  of  the  regulations  contained  in 
^ttese  canons ;  whilst  Ihc-y  certainly  incorporated  them  even- 
tually, as  did  Africa  herself,  into  their  code. 

And  yet  these  canons  suppose  a  mode  of  unity  which  is 

xrreconcilable  witli  any  but  the  Papal  form  of  government. 

[Th^  barred  the  possibility  of  independent  national  Churches. 

They  nippc-d  that  natural  tendency  in  the  bud.    They  do, 

indeed,  condition  appeals  to  Borne,  but  they  assume  their 

oeeMaity.     They  do  not  inaugurate  them.     In  neither  of 

'these  canons  is  the  tinestion  entertained  as  to  whether  there 

Fonght  to  bo  appeals  at  all.    They  suppose  that  tliere  will. 

The  third  canon  does  not  deal  with  Appeals  to  Rome  at  all — 

in  the  fltrict  sense  of  the  word,  it  only  proWdes  for  requests 

to  itome  for  the  selection  of  judges  in  a  fre^h  local  court  of 

appeal.    Hence  all  that  has  been  said  about  the  words  '  Let 

US  honour  the  memory  of  the  Apostle  Peter*  in/tuyurating 

tppeals  to  Rome  falls  to  the  ground. 

■object  in  their  onriralled  edition  of  St.  Ijto'*  \etten,  but  JangmAnn'ii  trr^t- 
B«Dt  IcsTM  nothing  to  b*  darired  (JMh.  Hut.  Etda.  vol.    n.  pp.    1IS-S7. 
tSAtidran,  ISSl). 
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V.  But  even  if  this  canon  couH  be  proved  to  deal  with 
direct  appeals  to  Home,  it  would  he  fair  to  argue  that  the 
memory  of  the  ApoBtle  Peter  may  be  jnst  aa  much  honoured 
by  adhering  to  nn  old  custom  as  by  a  new  arrangement. 
That  is  to  say,  the  words  do  not  indicate  a  novelty.  And  the 
defence  which  has  been  set  up,  that  the  canon  specially 
mentions  Julius  by  name,  and  that  therefore  the  arrangement 
applied  to  him  personally,  and  to  him  alone,  in  his  lifetime, 
fails  to  account  for  the  previous  words,  *  Let  us  honour  the 
memory  of  the  Apostle  Peter.'  It  is  as  successor  of  Peter 
that  Sylvester  or  Julius  is  to  be  asked  to  appoint  judges ;  and 
Julius'  successors  were,  equally  with  himself,  the  successors  of 
the  Apostle  Pettr. 

But  the  fourth  and  seventh  canons  do  deal  with  the  subject 
of  appeals  to  Rome,  and  in  them,  at  any  rate,  the  name  of 
the  Pope  is  dropped,  and  the  general  term  for  the  office  ia 
used. 

Whether,  then,  Nicene  or  Sardican— whether  already  in 
existence  or  soon  to  be  pusficd,  those  canons  bear  out  the 
statement  of  JuHus  to  the  Knsebians  that  they  had  upended 
against  the  estabUshed  order  of  the  Church  in  not  recogniung 
that,  in  the  case  of  ordinary  bishops,  the  appeal  lay  eventually 
from  East  to  West,  and  that  in  the  case  of  the  Bishop  of 
Alexandria  the  apiieal  lay  straight  to  Rome.' 

Before  passing  on,  it  may  be  well  to  notice  a  ^lacy  con- 
cerning the  relationship  of  the  Popes  to  the  cauons.  It  is 
often  said  that,  for  instance,  St.  Leo  denounced  the  third 
canon  of  Const sntinople  on  the  ground  of  the  Niceno  cumm. 
and  it  is  suggested  that  this  ia  a  sign  that  ho  could  not  fail 
buck  on  his  own  authority  simply.'  But  the  obedience  to  the 
Kicene  canons,  and  indeed  to  other  canons  of  the  Church, 
which  the  Popes  professed,  was  an  act  of  natural  jastioe,  not 

'  r>r.  Bright  hys  Btrms  on  th«  fut  Uwt  St  JalioK  qbm  Ifao  vord  •  all,'  taj- 
ing  that  the  Ensebiuia  should  hive  «nritt«n  to  <  all  of  tu.'  But  tb»  word  '  Ul ' 
obYiooslj-  meuia  kll  Uiom  bUbops  who  wen  then  id  Rom*,  ol  whom  tbem  were 
Boveml  ^om  kII  i>urte.  And  the  seqiMDOD  o(  tho  latter,  whiab  oonleiMls  th»t,  in 
ftooordftnoe  with  tb<>  rule  of  the  Charch,  they  nhould  fi|H.'(ilklIj'  htkvti  wriiten  to 
Borne  about  Alexandria,  HlablUhes  the  pHrudple  of  Rome's  reUUoaabip  In 
lier.  via.  thai  of  jmige. 

>  Brigbt't  JiUt.  pfthe  Church,  p.  417.  Sid  «ditioii. 
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submission  to  a  superior  power.  Tho  cajionB  that  thoy 
guarded,  and  by  which  in  many  mattcrR  they  conBidcred 
themselves  strictly  bound,  wore  paBBt^il  by  fhciuBolvos  or  by 
their  predeoesBOrs,  through  their  assent  and  coniirmation. 
They  were  not,  therefore,  a  hyper-Papal  power,  ruhng  the 
Popee  themselves,  for  they  acqiiirod  tlicir  force  from  the 
Popea.   Thoy  were,  therefore,  bonnd  by  them  in  the  eame  way 

tthat  a  king  is  bound  to  respect  the  laws  where  tb^  affect  his 
conduct,  not  because  they  are  supeiior  to  him,  but  because  he 
ia  bound  by  the  natural  and  divine  law  to  set  the  example. 
Ab  6t  Ambrose  said  to  the  Emperor  Valentinian,  '  What  you 
have  prescribed  to  others  you  have  prescribed  to  yourself, 
for  the  emperor  passes  laws  wliich  he  should  be  himself  the 
first  to  keep/ '  And  Theodosius  and  Valentinian  themselves 
■ay,  •  It  is  worthy  oi  tho  majesty  of  him  who  reigns  to  profess 
himself  bound  by  the  laws.' '  The  Popes  could  dispense  from 
the  observance  of  the  canons,  as  St.  Leo  dispensed  Maximus 
of  Antioch  from  the  results  of  an  irregular  ordhiation,  and 
the  council  received  him  as  bishop  avowedly  on  the  ground  of 
the  Papal  dispensation ;  ^  but  they  were  bound,  in  natiu-al 
|uBtice,  or  in  supernatural  chanty,  not  to  dispense  without 

^legitimate  reason.  When,  then,  a  Pope  quotes  a  Nicene  canon 
u  the  ground  of  obedience  on  the  part  of  others,  be  does 
Dot  place  the  canon  above  himself,  but  avowe  his  natural 
obligation  to  follow  in  the  footsteps  of  his  predecessors,  unless 
eanse  can  be  shown  why  he  should  in  a  particular  case 
allow  others  to  withdraw  themselves  from  the  operation  of  the 

general  rule. 

NoTB. — That  the  third  Bardican  canon  dues  not  relate  to  appeals 
to  Bome  is  proved  b;  the  facts  that  the  original  judges,  not  the 
guilty  party,  are  to  write  to  Home,  and  that  this  canon  was  not 
mentioned  in  tbo  discuRsion  between  St.  Zosimus  and  the  Airican 
bishops  as  to  tho  best  mode  of  procedure  m  regard  to  appeals. 

lu  the  fourth  canon  it  is  to  be  noted  that  the  effect  of  the 
appeal  to  Rome  is  suspensive.     The  bishop  is  spoken  of  as  seemiyuj 

<  Ef.  S3,  ad  Vatmt. 

■  Da  L»g.  M  Con»U  (1.  i.  Cod.  tit.  14) :  '  Digni  toi  Mt  mftjMMl*  ngnaolii. 
k^boi  obligatnm  m  profiteri.* 
•  Of.  p.  4U,  vnfra. 
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to  be  deposed,  not  actually  deposed,  until  Borne  has  spoken.  There 
is  nothing  here  about  the  case  being  heard  in  the  region  in  which  it 
arose.    It  was  obviously  to  be  heard  at  Borne. 

The  seventh  canon  contemplates  another  quite  different  case, 
and  one  in  whioh  the  case  wa^  to  be  heard  in  the  province.  Mr. 
Puller  appears  to  have  blended  them  into  one ;  hence  his  idea  that  no 
cases  were  to  be  carried  to  Bome  ('Prim.  BS.'  p.  158).  But  the 
seventh  canon  deals  with  the  case  of  a  bishop  passing  by  the  regular 
stages  of  appeal,  and  hence  the  provision  that  the  case  should  go 
back  to  the  province,  and  not  to  Bome,  as  Canon  Four  implied.* 

For  the  witness  of  Photius  to  the  reception  of  these  canons  in 
the  East  sue  Appendix  II.  adfinem. 

'  Cf.  Jangmaiin,  Ux.  cit. 


CHAPTER  Xm. 


TBB  KBION    OF  LIBBBIOS. 


§  I. — His  Personal  Grandeur. 

I.  MoBE  than  half  a  century  elapsed  before  the  Becond  cccu- 
meziloal  couucit  met,  and  even  this  was  not  convoked  as  isuch, 
for  the  ordinary  government  of  the  Church  does  not  Uo  with 
general  councils,  but  with  the  bishops  in  union  vath  the  Holy 
See.  It  was  to  Rome  that  men  looked  iu  the  anguish  of  those 
days*  and  not  to  general  councils.  Ib  one  eonsc,  indeed,  the 
eyes  of  all  were  for  a  while  turned  to  tlie  great  IJishop  of 
Alexandria;  but  8t.  Atbanasius  himself  looked  to  Borne. 
Had  the  goremment  of  the  Church  rested  with  independent 
National  Churches,  or  with  an  East  independent  of  the  West, 
the  Churcli  mnst  have  snnk  under  the  ErastianiKUi  of  imperial 
Chrietianity,  and  the  restless  activity  of  Eastern  speculation 
would  have  wrecked  the  faith. 

Constantius,  one  of  the  most  dangerous  foes  that  the 
CbuTcb  has  had.  could  deal  with  the  tickle,  quarrelsome,  0Ter> 
finbtle  KaBtem  mind  ;  but  with  tlic  West  and  its  determined 
adherence  to  the  Xiceue  settlement,  aiid  its  consciousuess  of 
strength  in  the  i)088CS8ion  of  the  Apostolic  tradition,  he  could 
do  nothing.  His  success  against  Atbanasiua  was  at  one  time 
terrible  ;  it  was  only  checked  by  one  obstacle — be  could  not 
gain  the  occupant  of  the  Holy  See.  That  see  was  occupied 
by  on©  whom  the  Greek  menology  in  its  calendar  of  saints 
calls 'the  blessed  Liberius,  defender  of  the  truth,'  and  he 
threw  the  shelter  of  his  impreguablu  position  round  the 
Biidiop  of  Alexandria.  The  heathen  historian  Ammianus 
Harcellinus  tolls  us  how  this  one  exception  meant  every- 
thing, and  how  the  emperor  could  not  rsst  satisfied  whilst 
be  bad  left  one  stone  uuttu-ned  to  win  the  Roman  Pontiff. 
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Liberiaa  had  succeeded  Julias.  The  latter  had  consoli- 
dated the  work  of  the  Kicene  Council  by  his  brilliant  and 
persistent  justification  of  Athanasius.  Liberiua  received  the 
mantle  of  Julius,  and  like  Julius  stood  on  the  rock  of  ApoetoUo 
tradition.  He  could  Bay,  '  Never  was  it  my  own  statutes,  bat 
those  of  the  Apostles  which  I  guarded  and  carried  out.' ' 

Conetantius,  accordingly,  set  to  work  to  win  Liberins, 
which  St.  Athauasius  says  would  have  been  equivalent  to 
winning  the  whole  Church  to  his  side.  But  neither  threats 
nor  bribes  availed  to  move  the  aged  pontiiT.  Firm  as  a  rook 
he  went  into  exile,  ■  the  admiration  of  all,'  in  the  words  of 
Athannsius.  St.  Jerome's  account,  if  genuine,  is  plainly 
inaccurate,  and  in  direct  contradiction  to  that  of  St. 
Athanasius;  for  according  to  St.  Jerome— if  (I  roi>eat)  that 
passage  is  genuine^Liberius,  before  he  set  out,  signed  an 
heretical  formula.  We  may  dismiss  this  as  certainly  imtrae. 
He  went  forth,  says  St.  Athanasius,  '  the  admiration  of  all.' 

n.  ^Miat  he  did  towards  the  end  of  his  two  years*  exile 
and  ill-treatment  we  shall  never  know.  VN'e  know  from  Sozo- 
mcn  that  the  atmosphere  was  thick  with  Arian  ctilamniee^ 
and  that  these  calumnios  did  not  spare  the  Pontiffs.  In  this 
case  it  would  seem  that  calumny,  which  loves  to  shoot  its 
arrows  in  the  dark,  availed  itself  of  a  period  in  the  life  of 
Liborins  of  which  wc  have  no  authentic  information,  to  sug- 
gest that  his  rctm'n  from  exile  was  due  to  his  having  signed 
against  Athanasius.  The  formula  he  signed  has  never  been 
produced,  nor  can  anyone  say  what  it  was.  JKorgory  has  been 
busy  atwut  it;  for  all  accurate  writers  now  admit,  as  Canon 
Bright  does  in  the  second  edition  of  his  '  Church  History/ 
that  the  'Fragments  of  Hilary,'  on  which  the  aucusatuuis  bavti 
mainly  rested  (as  for  instance  in  Dr.  Pusey's  *  History  of  the 
Councils '),  are,  at  least  in  great  part,  spurious.  The  passage 
in  St.  Athanasius'  '  Apology,*  on  which  Mr.  Gore  relies,  does 
not  speak  of  a  fall,  but  merely  of  Liberius  not  having  com- 
pleted his  t«rm  of  exile.  The  passage  in  the  '  History  of  the 
Arians  *  was  written  before  the  suppoued  fall  took  place.  And 
Father  Bottalla,  8. J.,  has  completely  demolished  the  idea  that 


*  Mp.  ad  Coiutant.  d.  S. 


-4»l 


NOT   PRO^'EN. 


187 


St.  Athanasiofi  added  it  afterwards.'  Even  \f  it  itere  genuintf^ 
it  drnies  that  the  incidtnt  in  Bercca  counted  for  anythivj.  And 
there  are,  besides^  these  fauts,  that  neither  Socrates  nor 
Theodoret  allndes  to  the  passage,  although  they  had  St.  Atha- 
nmaiDa'  work  beroro  them  as  they  wrote;  that  Nicephorua 
Callistus,  whilat  following  Bozoroen  in  his  account  of  matters 
up  to  this,  drops  hiro  here  ;  and  that  Bufinus,  though  '  with 
his  bark  full  of  maUce,*  as  8t.  Jerome  describes  him,  was 
unable  to  find  a  reason  in  St.  Athanaaius'  works  for  the 
return  of  Libcrins,  wliich  r-onfirms  the  idea  that  the  passage 
was  not  at  that  time  to  be  found  in  those  works. 

As  for  Bt.  Jerome's  witness,  those  who  take  their  stand  on 
this  cannot  take  it  as  it  is,  but  are  obliged  to  correct  it  on  one 
point,  which  opens  the  door  for  a  further  correction,  viz.  the 
excision  of  the  rest,  which  has  no  contemporary  e\idencein  its 
fovonr.  The  fact  is,  that  St.  Jerome  is  to  be  revered  for  his 
knowledge  of  Holy  Scripture  and  his  eminent  sanctity,  and 
as  a  witness  to  the  Church's  teaching  ;  but  in  matters  of  his- 
tory he  is  eometimes  at  fault.'  SuljMcius  Severus,  Socrates, 
and  Theodoret  are  more  to  he  relied  on,  when  they  agree ;  and 
Ihey  agree  in  knowing  nothing  of  any  fall  of  Liberius.  And, 
further,  the  passage  about  Liberius  does  not  occur  at  all  in  the 
famous  manuscript  of  St.  Jerome  which  the  Queen  of  Sweden 
gave  to  the  Vatican,  and  which  belongs  to  tlie  sixth  or  seventh 
century. 

There  ib,  however,  another  form  of  evidence  which  needs 
to  be  emphasised.  There  was  in  the  time  of  Liberius  an 
aetire  correspondence  carried  on  by  the  bishops  all  round. 
They  speak  of  thu  councils  held,  the  professions  of  faith 
adopted,  the  zeal  of  some  bishops,  the  defection  of  others. 
There  is  mutual  encouragement  and  sympathy  in  the 
diBtreeses  of  the  times ;  but  there  is  uu  mention,  no  distant 
alluBion,  to  any  idea  of  Liberius,  the  Pope,  having  subscribed 
a  suspicions  formula  or  condemned  Athanasius.  And  yet  the 
principal  events  of  the  time  wore  known  to  these  numerous 
tnafaop*^.    There  is  also  correspondence  between  Liberius  and 

'  A^loriitidu  Papt.  vol.  i.  pp.  29l)-41  (tS77). 

*  It  U  qult«  BiiolbAT  maUcr  to  Bel  uiiia  hu  U««hing  m  Io  th«  faith,  u  Ur. 
Oon  Mid  Ut.  Palln  do. 
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Athanasius,  but  no  cnoBcioufiness  of  injury  in  the  past  nor 
demaud  for  renewed  affection  in  the  future. 

Mo.  \Vliat  Liberiuii  did  »ign  for  certain  tvae  all  iu  support 
of  Athanaaiua.  What  he  did  sign,  as  matter  of  history,  was  the 
condemnation  of  tho  heretical  Councils  of  Tyre,  Aries,  Milan, 
Arirainum  ;  he  did  aif^  the  confimifttion  of  the  Catholic  Synods 
of  Itomc  and  Alrxandria.  The  authentic  acts  of  hiR  pontifical 
include  a  definition  of  the  Diviuity  of  the  Third  Person  ol 
the  Holy  Trinity;  the  reconciliation  of  tho  MaceJoniaiis;  the 
mission  of  Eusebins  of  Vercellae,  and  of  Lncifer  of  Cagliari  to 
thf  East ;  the  nomination  of  EUidins  as  legate  to  ScUvouia ;  a 
letter  of  congratulation  and  encourageraentto  the  bishops  exil 
for  the  £aith,  as  well  as  general  decrees  touelunR  the  attitude  i 
be  maintained  towards  the  penitent  si^atories  of  Ariminum.'' 

III.  But  one  of  these  episodes  iu  the  life  of  this  great 
ConfesHor  for  the  faitli  deaervos  further  mention,  for  it  stands 
on  a  level  with  that  described  by  St.  Athanasius,  and  it 
entitles  him  to  be  considered  the  special  instrument  of  the 
great  head  of  the  Clnircli  for  '  confirming  the  brethren '  at  this 
eventful  i)eriod  of  her  history — I  mean  hia  action  in  regard  to 
the  Council  of  Ariminum.' 

More  than  400  bishops  assembled  Lbcre.    The  legftt«  of 
the  Holy   See  presided  at  the  opening.    It    had    all    tbfl 
conditions  of  an  cBCumentcal  council  &o  far ;   it   would   only 
need  the  final  confirmation  of  the  Roman  Pontiff.     It  be^ 
well  with  excommunicating  the  heretics  that  were  troubling 
the  Chcrch ;    but  its  numbers    after  an    interval,  at  the 
emperor's   command,  felt   off  as   it    continued   its  sesai 
and  its  end  belied  its  beginning.    The  legate  of  the  Holy  S< 
withdrew,  and  the  bishops,  whose  ntunber  was  Btil) 
considerable,  were  induced  to  send  deputies  to  the  emi>eror 
who  wore  completely  overawed  by  the  imperial  presenco.    So 
great  was  the  heretical  emperor's  anxiety  to  force  tbem  into 
accepting  a  semi-Arian  programme,  that  although  engage<1  forJ 
the  onerous  ceremonies   of  initiating  new  consuls  on  the« 
following  day,  he  sat  up  through  the  greater  part  of  the  night 
occupied   with  pushing  on  the   aignatnres  to   the  heretical 

'  AtfvtM  dtt  Qaetlums  HUloriqtus,  vol.  i.,  art. '  St.  Liberia*.' 
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creed.  The  biabops  of  the  East  in  the  simaltaneons  GotinoU 
of  Seleueia  were  eijually  pliant  to  the  eirapLTor's  mission. 
Eventnally,  scarcely  more  than  oiglitecn  or  ninetoea  bisfaopB 
in  Christendom  remained  uncomproimsed.  It  was  then  that, 
in  the  language  of  St.  Jerome,  *  the  world  found  itsoif  Arian, 
and  groaned.'  The  faith  had  sufTertd  an  ecIipBe  ia  the 
episcopal  body.  Who  was  to  Bavo  the  po«itioii  ?  It  fell  to 
the  lot  of  one  man  to  stand  in  the  breach — and  that  man  waa 
Libcrius.  The  agod  pontiff  had  once  said  t<i  tlie  emperor,  iu 
hifi  memorable  interview  with  his  ^^ajesty  at  Milan  (when  told 
that  on  that,  occasion,  too,  he  would  stand  alone),  '  If  I  am 
alone,  the  faith  will  not  fail."  He  know  himaelf  to  be  the 
Alias  whom  oar  Divine  Lord  had  appointed  to  bear  the  world 
of  Divine  Uevelation  on  his  fthouldors,  on  which  the  govern- 
ment of  the  Church  had  been  laid.  Another  occasion  for 
proTing  the  truth  ol  his  courageous  utterance  had  now  come. 
Liberius  foujid  himaelf  alone  face  to  face  with  the  triumphant 
Arians,  who  had  overreached  the  Catholic  episcopate  at 
Ariminum  and  Seleucia.  He  saved  the  t^ituation.  In  the 
tremendous  troTihles  that  beset  the  East,  which  led  St.  Basil  to 
a{^)eal  so  earnestly  to  the  West  for  help,  St.  Iiamasus  was 
al>le  to  point  oat  to  the  Eastern  bishops  that  'he  whose 
jadgment  was  to  be  looked  for  before  all  others'  had  deli- 
berately refused  his  assent  to  the  .\riminian  formula.'  The 
three  illustrious  exiles,  Athanasius.  Kusebius,  and  Hilary,  had 
not  signed,  and  the  bishops  who  had  been  enti-apped,  as 
St.  DamaaiiB  cxplauied,  iji  the  East  and  "West,  by  the  wary 
formula,  were  with  them  in  heart.  But  the  express  repudia- 
tion of  the  formula  rested,  for  the  moment,  with  Liberius, 
and  Liberius  did  not  fail.  He  authoritatively  rejected  the 
proposed  formula,  and,  iu  so  doing,  unchained  afresh  the 
emperor's  wrath.  He  had  once  more  to  leave  his  beloved 
Itome — whether  for  the  Catacombs  or  at  a  greater  distance  is 
not  certain — but  only  to  return  and  erect,  through  the  devotion 
of  his  orthodox  Hoclt,  the  Basilica  of  Santa  i^faria  ^laggiure, 
and  to  receive  the  retractation  of  the  penitent  signatories  of 
Ariminnm,  as  one  who  had  himself  never  failed. 


'  Cf.  n^ra.  p.  SOS. 
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Such  was  the  second  Fop«  after  the  Nicene  Council — *  the 
most  bleBeed  bishop  Liberiua,'  according  to  St.  Basil ;  '  the 
Pontiff  of  blessed  memory,'  according  to  St.  Epipbanius; 
'the  great  Ijberius,  the  most  holy  Liberius,'  according  to 
CaBsiodoruE,  and  '  in  all  things  most  renowned ; '  '  the  thrice 
holy  bishop,'  according  to  St.  Ambrose;  and,  in  the  words  of 
Thoodoret,  '  the  iUustrious  athlete  for  the  foitli.*  In  the 
Menology  of  the  Greeks,  he  is  a  saint  distingniflhed  as  '  the 
blessed  Liberius,  the  defender  of  the  truth,'  'whose  zeal  for 
the  orthodox  faith  caused  him  to  undertake  the  defence  of  the 
great  Athaiiasius.'  His  exile  is  there  related,  and  hie  return, 
but  not  a  whisper  of  any  defection,  the  account  ending  with 
saying  that  '  be  died  at  Borne,  after  having  governed  his  flock 
well.' 

§  n. — The  MtUtian  Scandal  at  Antioek. 

Bat  I  am  anticipating.  Liberius  had  the  conduct  of 
another  affair,  which  euded  less  happily. 

I.  After  the  disaster  at  Ariminum — when  the  whole  body 
of  bisbo|>a,  saving  a  few  great  saints  such  as  Athanaaius  and 
Basil  in  the  East,  and  the  Sovereign  PontifiT  in  the  West,  had 
yielded  to  imperial  pressure  and  signed  a  semi-Arian  confes- 
sion— the  Church  seemed  likely  to  roccive  still  ht>avier  blows 
Bt  the  hand  of  the  new  emperor,  an  apostate  from  the  faith. 
But  it  was  Juhan's  policy  to  let  the  bishops  slaughter  them- 
selves  by  int«stine  divisions ;  and,  accordingly,  they  were 
allowed  to  return  from  their  various  places  of  exile  and  re- 
sume their  episcopal  duties. 

Liberius,  ever  foremost  in  the  faith,  at  once  entered  upon 
the  work  of  pacification  and  ecclesiastical  disciphne.  He  pro- 
ceeded to  lay  down  the  rules  by  which  the  Church  should  be 
guided  in  reconciling  those  who  bad  in  any  way  compromiaed 
Ihemselves  by  complicity  with  the  manifold  forms  of  Ariaiiisro.' 
Antioch  was  naturally  one  of  bis  chief  cares ;  and  he  influenced 
and  authorised  the  great  Bishop  of  Alexandria  to  convene  a 
coimcil  to  consider  the  position  of  a£fairs  in  that  central  se* 
of  the  Bast.     The  council  at  Ale.\andria  adoped  tbe  rules  laid 

'  Of.  Acta  Sanetonm  (BollftndtM),  Sept.  28.  §  195,  6,  T. 
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down  by  the  Sovereign  Pontiff,'  and  did  its  beet  to  conciliate 
the  differences  that  divided  the  Catholics  at  Antiocb. 

The  ongin  of  these  diffcTenccB  was  as  foUowB.  8t.  Ensti^ 
thins  had  been  exiled  from  Antioch  through  the  influence  of 
the  Arians.  Amonggt  other  things  they  had  subornod  a 
woman  to  asperse  hiH  moral  chariicter,  who  afterwards  con- 
fessed her  perjury.  After  his  death,  Afuletius  had  been 
elected  bishop  under  circiimataiiccs  whit:h  rendered  his 
appointment  open  lo  serious  objection,  lie  had  been  to  some 
extent '  led  astray  by  the  stranger's  hand/  to  use  St.  Gregory  of 
Nazianzus' expresHion— i.tf.  lie  had  coquetted  with  Arianism. 
Acconiing  to  the  Arian  historian  Philostorgius,  ho  had 
*  feignedly  professed  the  keUroution'*  According  to  Socrates, 
he  bad  signed  the  BCQii-Ariau  profession  of  faith  put  forth  at 
the  Council  of  Seleucia.'  According  to  St.  Epiphanius,  he 
belonged  to  the  party  of  Acacins,  which,  if  true,  was  a  most 
serious  blot  on  hia  life.*  According  to  Nicephonis  CalUstns, 
he  bad  been  originally  elected  to  the  binhupric  of  Sebaetd 
through  the  suffrages  of  the  Arians,^  Suzomen  said  that  he 
was  returned  by  the  Eudoxians,  the  most  thorough -going 
Aiiane.*  The  See  of  Antioch  being  vacant,  through  St. 
Eoat&tbius'  death,  he  was  promoted  to  that  important  post. 
According  to  St.  Jerome,  he  was  ■  transferred  to  Antioch  by 
Ihe  Arian  bishops  Acacins  and  George.'  But  it  seems  that 
St.  EuaebiuBof  Samoeata  was  assured  of  his  having  era))raced 
the  orthodox  faith.  St.  Eusebius  was  perhaps,  as  BollanduB 
Jbinks,  the  instrument  of  his  conversion.  His  change  waa 
Bpt  a  secret  from  the  Arians,  but  known  to  a  certain  number 
Catbohcs  in  .\jitioch.  who  in  consequence  voted  along  with 
the  Arians  for  his  appointment  to  the  see.  In  new  of 
what  might  happen,  when  his  conversion  became  known, 
the  Catholics  hnd  a  written  docimient  drawn  up  coneurn* 
ing   his  apixtintment   by   the   Emperor   ConstiintiuB,  which 

'  Of.  L«tUe  of  81.  Alhan,rtiul  at  tb«  second  Council  of  Niena  (Manai,  torn.  vli. 
ooL  7fi,  6).  ta  vhleb  he  uys  of  the  proviBions  for  the  restoraiioo  of  Lb«  Uiwod : 
T«^anl  ir  'M^  ^>^4«it  ud  4»«8^{aT»  4  'p.>^lt»ir  innK^ia  id.  Acta  Saneiorum, 
/ee.  fit.  901).  Th«7  seem  to  have  bMO  drawn  up  in  lioioe,  and  eeot  bj  Eau- 
Mim  to  Ibo  SjTDod  of  Aleundrift. 

•  Ecct.  Silt.  ».  1,  5.  •  Hitt.  Etxl  ii.  U. 

'  Bar.  Iziiii.  35.  6.  *  Bill.  Eecl.  ix.  48.         *  IlUt.  EccL  iv.  S5. 
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8t.  Eusebius  afterwards  refased  to  resign  into  the  hands  of 
the  Arians. 

This  appomtmcnt  of  St.  Meletius  was  a  clear  misfortime 
to  the  Church.  Saintly  as  he  proved  to  bo,  full  of  zeal  and 
of  most  gentle,  -n-inning  ways,  his  election  was,  nevertheless, 
the  occasion  of  a  separation  between  the  Catholics  of  Antioch 
which  laHted  more  than  eighty  years.  'The  sound  body  of 
the  Church,'  says  Theodoret,  '  was  divided  into  two.' '  The 
Catholic  bishops  who,  for  the  ocoaaion,  combined  with  Arians, 
could  not  free  the  election  from  the  stain  of  coraiilicity  with 
tiiese  great  foes  of  the  orthodox  faith.  To  understand,  then, 
the  Antiochene  troubles  of  that  century  aright,  it  is  necessary 
to  bear  in  niind  that  St.  MeloUus  entered  upon  hia  episcopate 
at  Antioch  under  false  pretences,  and  that  the  irregularity  of 
his  election  could  only  he  set  right  by  some  higher  ecclesias- 
tical authority.' 

Meanwhile  a  numeroua  party  of  Catholics  in  Antioch,  in 
horror  at  the  idea  of  having  a  bishop  who,  however  recom- 
mended by  personal  holiness,  had  yet  ascended  the  thmne 
under  such  sinister  inlluences,  refused  their  allegiance  to 
Melotius.  They  chose  for  their  leader  a  priest,  named  Panli- 
nus,  of  irreproachable  life  and  unimpeachable  orthodoxy, 
and  nothing  would  induce  them  to  accept  the  minifitratioDB 
of  Molctius.  Meletius,  on  gaining  the  see,  had,  indeed,  at 
onco  openly  avowed  his  belief  in  the  Homoousion,  and 
engaged  the  Arians,  who  procured  his  election.  He  was 
forthwith  driven  into  exile,  and  so  became  a  confessor  for  the 
Catholic  faith.  But  even  this  did  not  Batiufy  this  fei 
hody  of  Catholics  under  Paulinnct,  who  had  kept  tbcmselrt 
during  all  those  years  that  intervened  lietween  the  exile  of 
EustathiuB  and  tho  clectioD  of  Meletius  from  all  complicity 
with  Arian  worship.  It  had  become  the  fashion  to  mix  with 
Arians  in  divine  worship  to  aa,*xtent  which  their  moi 
zealous  orthodoxy  oouid  not  brook.  It  was  with  these,  an( 
these  alone,  that  St.  Athanasius,  when  he  went  to  Antioch, 
'  nist  iii.  4. 

*  Tb«  ncconnt  cf  tlio  Uelctlu]  troQblM  in  Primitive  Saints  and  ths  Sm  of 
Bom«  (pp.  1GB-17(I  and  p.  2H«  ttq.)  faiU  in  a««anr;  from  iMing  right  of  thli 
poiBL  Tbe  namlivD  on  p.  1(13  is  aJtogcUier  misleftdiOK.  Tlie  vriter  bIm 
ntS^MU  to  gin  prapai  ttnoi  to  Ibe  rtiliog  of  the  Cunncil  of  Aleandria. 
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communu'ated  ;  and  tluB  great  doctor  of  tho  Cliurch  inteiested 
liiinseir  in  gaining  for  them  a  church  of  their  own.  Tillemont 
sag^eats  that  it  was  a  penance  which  St.  Moletius  had  to  bear 
{or  his  Qnfortanato  antecedents,  that  he  never  enjoyed  full 
oommimion  nith  Itomn,  nor  with  the  ^cat  saint  of  Alexandria. 
Kren  in  the  fi^eat  sermon  which  St.  Meletinn  preached  as 
soon  as  be  had  succeeded  to  the  throne  of  Antiouh — holding 
np  first  three  fingers,  and  then  one,  to  signify  his  belief  in 
the  Eternal  Trinity  —  there  wore  expressions  which  Rt. 
Mhanaftins  would  not  have  sanctioned,  and  which  St.  Epipha- 
Dius  considered  to  he  open  to  objection.  His  actual  orthodoxy 
had  by  no  means  established  itself  in  men's  minds,  as  is 
shown  by  the  various  reports  which  St.  Jerome  mentions  and 
(according  to  St.  Kpiphanius)  wrongly  credited. 

The  iieople  of  Antioch  were  now  divided  into  three.  St. 
Melotius'  followers,  of  course,  separated  themBcIves  from  the 
dtsciplM  of  Euzoiufl,  the  Arian  bishop^  whom  Constantiua  had 
intruded  after  the  exile  of  Meletius,  and  for  this  they  were 
praised  by  St.  Gregory  Nysseu  as  keeping  themselves  free  from 
Bpiriloal  wandering.'  They  went  and  worwhipped  apart  from 
the  Ariana  in  a  snbnrb,  in  a  church  called  the  Pala>a.  As 
long  as  those  set  over  them  were  professedly  orthodox,  they 
had  worshipiied  witb  them  ;  but  now  that  a  decb>red  Arian, 
like  Eazoias,  was  set  over  them  by  the  emperor,  they 
separated  and  preserved  their  spiritual  chastity.  Those  who 
acted  with  Paulinus  were  often  called  Etistathians,  from  the 
laet  unquestioned  bishop,  St.  Eustatluus.  They  had  a  real 
pievance  in  the  unfortunate  election  of  St.  Meletius,  and, 
moreover,  are  thought  by  some  to  have  had  questionings  as  to 
the  validity  of  the  Itaptisms  amongst  the  Meletians."  But  their 
fondamental  difliciilty  was  the  election  of  Meletius;"  they 
were  otherwise  at  one  in  doctrinal  teacliing.  As  Theodoret 
■ayn.  'The  soniui  body  of  IW Cliurch  was  divided  into  two 
parts.'*  And  so  high  did  Paulinus  stand  in  the  esteem  of  all, 

>  Ornt.  Fun.  m  ifeUt.  It  «&&  not  for  keeping  ftloof  bom  tb«  PauliniiU.  u 
Mr.  PuUer  (iVtntiJitv  Saints,  ifc.  p.  16(1)  appUva  big  wordE.  The  pbrBse 
/nxi>p**v  woaU  not  apply  to  I'aiiliniis,  nnd  the  whole  twntencf  iinplJ<>s  a,  tang 
lalerrml  before  Mcletiua'  «eeonil  rxile.  This  could  onljr  Apply  to  r  timn  beforo 
FltnllDaa  boil  Y»ta  contecnted. 

*  Socr.  ii.  44.  '  Mioftpb.  C«ll.  tx.  48.  *  But.  ui.  4. 
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that  he  was  npivor  interfered  with  by  the  orapernr,  nor  spoken 
of  disrosfiectfully  by  his  adTeritaries;  he  Hud  hia  dock  also 
MTOrshipped  by  themselves.  The  parties  of  Meletius  and 
PaaUima  heU\  together  in  some  sort  of  ecoleaiasUcal  intor- 
Qoursr.  St.  Melctins  depoged  before  Sapor  that  '  their  flocks 
held  intercflurse  in  rehgion,'  and  St.  Meletius  held  that  those 
who  worshipped  with  Paulinus,  after  the  latter  had  l)e€n  made 
bishop,  were  under  legitimate  authority.  '  You  have  received 
the  care  of  the  rest,'  are  his  words  to  Paulinus.' 

II.  Such  was  the  state  of  affairs  with  which  the  Council  of 
Alexandria  had  to  deal.  Ltberius  had  sent  his  legates,  Ense- 
bins  of  Vercells  and  Lucifer  of  Cagliari,  now  freed  from  exile, 
to  assist  in  the  composition  of  the  Oriental  differences.  Their 
conduct  throughout  suggests  that  they  were  not  simply  acting 
on  their  former  legatine  faculties,  as  DeMarca  and  Tbomassin 
tbouf^lit ;  they  seem  to  have  been  entrusted  ufreab  by  the 
Apostolic  See  with  jHiwera  of  extraordinary  jurindiction  and 
authority  in  the  East.^  Western  bishops  could  not  have 
acted  as  they  did,  on  their  own  authority,  without  protest 
both  from  the  East  and  from  Rome-  But  Liberius  had  prc- 
Tiously  joined  Eusebius  on  to  his  legates  to  Conatantius,  and 
two  letters  are  extant  from  the  same  Pope  to  Eusebius,  in  one 
of  which  he  speaks  of  bis  legate  having  '  in  no  way  de- 
viated from  the  fellowship  of  the  Apostolic  See.**  It  i8» 
therefore,  reasonable  to  suppose,  seeing  that  he  acted  with 
authority,  that  he  was  in  possession  of  fresh  legatine  5icaltie&* 

The  council,  then,  *  few  in  number,  but  of  sound  faith, 
and  many  in  merits,*  as  Rufinussays  (lib. i.e.  SB),  with  the 

'  Tbeodor.  tlitl.  tii.  4.  Mr.  I^Uer'a  ocooont  of  th«  pMition.  in  J*rimi- 
/iiw  Sainta,  dc.  cb.  iv..  is  irnrconoitnbla  with  Ht.  Meletiiia*  sUtvmenU  ia  Theo- 
doroL  Th«otlarerH  atatemenlB  are  nnl  always  to  b«  trunted,  bat  in  thi«  maUsr 
his  toantngs  wna1>l  prejndiM  bim  ftt^aiiul  lb«  potitioo  which  he  ben  kuign* 
to  the  fictck  of  Meletius. 

*  Cf.  Vita  S.  Libera  (Stilting,  SJ.),  Acta  Sanctonmi.  Sept  24, 1 3t01 

*  Ctnai.  Ep.  hiirerii,  iii.  v.  vii. 

*  Ruflnns^  stat«iumit  that  th«  Ittf^tion  was  flnjolaad  oo  EuaeUoa  mai. 
Iiucifer  bv  tha  Alnxamlrian  Sjrnod  conM  otiljr  ui(>aii,  if  it  !■  not  %  slip,  itiat  Ibe 
eynod  detormiued  the  special  form  which  their  general  aatbority  ahoulil  U* 
aiune.  For  Aleiandria  hail  not  the  jariailietiun  over  Antioch  thiit  would  be 
implie<l ;  and,  indeed,  haaiei  did  not  ro  to  Aleiandria  at  all  (cL  Stilting**  $. 
Liberiu).  §  W3.  Acta.  Sa»wt.  Sept.  24). 
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Papal  legate  presiding  togethor  with  St.  Athanasius,'  followed 
exactly  the  rules  for  reconciling  those  who  had  tampered  witli 
the  orthodox  faith  wliich  hud  hc^^n  dniwn  up  and  received  at 
Rome,*  and  it  applied  llie  principles  thus  settltd  to  Molctiua 
and  his  friendt;.  Tlie  ordination  of  Meletius  was  dealt  vith, 
and  not  rejected.  This  wo  learn  from  the  Soventh  Genera! 
Council  (A.D.  7H7),  iu  which  the  history  of  the  matter  \n  thus 
BQccinctly  given  : — (1)  Tlie  holy  Meletius  was  ordained  by  the 
Arianft ;  (2)  he  ascended  the  ambo  and  proclaimed  the  Homo- 
oHsion  ;  (3)  the  ordination  was  not  rejected.* 

So  far,  then,  the  scruples  of  the  party  of  Paidinus  were  in 
the  way  to  he  removed.  Thoy  could  look  on  the  irregiiliirity 
of  St.  Meletins'  ordination  as  banng  been  purged  by  proper 
aatbority.  The  way  was  cleared  for  his  acceptance  as  sole 
bishop,  if  the  two  parties  agreed.  Tint  an  event  occurred 
which  altered  the  whole  position  of  things,  and  henceforth 
eonstiluted  tbe  difficulty  of  the  situation. 

After  the  council,  some  bishops  who  remained  in  Alex- 
andria drew  ujj  a  letter  in  tho  name  of  the  corineil,  written, 
it  would  seem,  by  St.  AthanasitiA,  and  obviously  with  the 
council's  consent.  This  Ictttr  waa  addressed  to  KuBebius, 
Lucifer,  Asterins,  Cymatius,  and  Aitalolius,  and  was  also 
written  in  the  name  of  Eusebins  himsidf,  amongst  others,  as 
having  previously  given  his  consent,  and  being  now  about  to 
execute  its  decrees.  But — and  this  is  a  point  of  the  last  im> 
l»ortanoe~it  was  also  signed  by  the  two  deacons  of  Paulinus. 
Now  this  involved  a  decision  on  the  part  of  the  council  that 
the  Bee  of  Antioch  wa^  vacant,  until  Mek-tius'  ordination  was 
in  a  manner  validated,  and  be,  or  some  one  else,  was  chosen 
as  bishop  of  the  whole  body  of  the  orthodox.*    The  altema- 


*  '  loterfait  et  pntfuit  Concilio  Alexamlrino  cum  AUiauaKiu,*  Li/e  a/  Eust' 
bitu  /rvm  ttu  Archii>*i  of  VfrcfUi,  piib1iBh(?<l  under  tbe  anlhorily  of  hia  hoo* 
ecwor,  St.  UooonlUd.    Cf.  Acta  Sanctorum,  Uty^;  S.  Luei/tr.  e.  v.  46. 

*  Spetch  of  Satan  (Muwi,  tom.  vli.  ool.  75). 

■  Front  Bt.  Alluuiuioe'  letuir  to  Ihe  BtDpflror  Jovinn  it  is  evident  thai 
Ubwiiu  had  de*U  with  the  nutter  of  th«  lapHwl  biNhnps  bufore  Ibv  Couiteil  of 
AJcxAsdnA  met.  Letters  had  coin«  from  GaqI  and  Britain.  Cf.  also  the 
Onwo)]  of  I'aria,  vliich  proves  that  lbs  CqucciI  uI  AJestmOria  «rua  not  waited 
tor  hi  lli<  WvKt  aa  llio  initiator. 

*  B«  wai  ackiMwIcdgml  aa  a  biiihop,  hut  the  llsbnp  had  jret  to  be  chomn. 
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t!ve  wonld  bd,  that  PaulintiB  was  himself  bishop.  For  theso 
deacons  could  only  appeiu*  aa  legates,  either  as  conmiissioned 
by  a  bishop  or  on  the  ground  that  they  represented  the  prea-i 
bytorate  in  the  vacancy  of  the  see.  Baronius  thinks  that 
PaulinuB  was  already  known  to  be  a  bishop,  and  that  bis 
election  was  thus  acknowledged.  But  it  scorns  cortain  that 
this  was  not  the  case.  The  see,  therefore,  was  considered 
Tacant  until,  as  a  first  step,  Meietiua*  irregular  consecration 
was  formally  condoned  by  a  council,  in  which  the  Papal  | 
legate  sat. 

Bat  the  most  important  point  follows.  The  letter  signed 
by  the  legates  and  sent  from  Alexandria  gave  directions  to 
the  commission  (of  which  tlio  legates  formed  a  jmrt)  as  toi 
what  should  he  done  at  Antioch.  'Call  to  yourselveR  all  wha! 
wish  to  he  at  i>eacc  with  us,  and  specially  those  who  meet  ia 
the  Pahea : '  i.r.  the  Meletians.  Thoy  were  amongst  those 
who  presumably  wished  to  he  '  at  peace  with  us,'  and  the 
deacons  of  i'aulinu»  were  amongst  those  who  thus  spoke.  The 
followers  of  Paulinus  were  therefore  the  nucleus  of  the 
Catholic  Church.'  But,  further,  tlieso  commissioners  were, 
'as  teachers  and  guardians,*  to  '  embrace  all  such,'  and  they 
were  to  'Jain  them '  (».c  the  Meletians  and  others)  '  to  the 
2)arty  of  Paulinus,  well  beloved  of  us.'  Again,  then,  the  party 
of  PauUnns  was  treated  as  the  nucleus.  And  further, 
'  nr'mand  of  them  nothing  more  than  to  anathematise  the 
Arinn  heresy,  and  to  confess  the  faith  professed  by  the  Fathers 
at  Nicrea,  but  also  to  analhematise  those  who  say  that  the 
Holy  Ghost  is  a  creature,  and  separate  from  the  substance  of 
the  Christ," 

Twenty  years  were  to  elapse  before  the  Council  of  Con- 
stantinople was  to  meet  and  testify  to  the  Eastern  reception 
of  this  latter  dogma ;  but,  in  spite  of  this,  it  was  already  a 
matter  of  faith  that  the  consubstnutinlity  of  the  Holy  Ghost 
was  contained  in  the  Nicene  Creed.    That  is  to  say,  all  that 


<  Cf.  Mr  PallcT'a  contrrtJon  Uiftt  Ihit  Mel«ilftn«  wen  tlis  eodeoft  of  tiia 
Chnrch.  An  cx]iression  ot  St.  Itkail'a  (iiustrmDilat«d,  m  it  MBms  W  nw)  emiiBol 
b«  pUc^  o^r  KgaiiiBt  thf  dfrUnilion  of  tbis  ooanoU  iiittiDg  kromdl;  bs  jadg* 
in  IW  miltAT ;  }'«t  Iha  position  OBstUDcd  in  The  Primilira  Sainia  and  Ih«  Sat 
of  Banu  iDTOlves  tbc  pr«Ier«nce  of  the  former  to  the  cDOQeil'i  Jodgmenu 
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the  Council  of  Constantinople  was  about  to  declare  was 
already  taught  under  auathema.  Libtihus  had  ab'eady  issued 
an  authoritativo  decree  on  the  subject.'  This,  however,  by 
the  way. 

The  Acts  of  the  Council  of  Alexandria  were  eventually 

Ltaken  by  Eusebiua  and  Lucifer  to  Home  and  sabmitted  to  the 

PiPope,  who  confirmed  and  approved  them.' 

The  point,  however,  that  particularly  concornB  our  present 
pnrpose  is  that  the  Synod  of  Alexandria  tiinphaticaUy  en- 
dorsed the  action  of  Pauliuuu  and  his  party.  It  also  relieved 
them  of  the  dil£culty  of  accepting  the  miniBtrutions  of  Mclc- 
tiiis,  whilst  it  recognised  the  Eusiiithiang  undor  Panliuus  an 
the  really  orthodox  party.  It  is  hardly  possible  to  exa^gitrate 
the  importance  of  this  syuodical  deciuiou.  Had  Mr.  Puller, 
iu  his  '  rrimitive  Saints  luid  the  See  of  Kome/  given  to  it  its 
due  weight,  the  whole  of  his  contention  about  Meletiua  mui^t 
have  been  seriously  affected.'^    Ho  would  hardly  liave  given 

,as  to  tuidcrstaud  that  the  Church  of  England  is  prepared  to 
aink  or  swim  with  the  orthodoxy  and  Catholic  position  of  the 
Meletian  party  at  Antioch  firom  the  beginning.  He  would 
hardly  have  drawn  a  parallel  between  the  followers  of  Pau- 
linus  and  the  present  Church  of  Roma  in  i-ngland  on  the  one 
eide,  and  the  followers  of  Meletius  and  the  Church  of  £ng- 

tland  on  the  other.    What   concUiar  judgment  with  Papal 

.legates  has  vaUdatcd  the  election  of  Archbiahop  Parker  ? 
And  what  comfort  is  to  be  drawn  from  the  fact  that  the 
followers  of  St.  Meletius  were  told  by  St.  Athanasius  and  the 
Alexandrian  synod  to  join  tUemselveti  Ui  PauUuus  aud  liis 
disciples  7 

But,  further,  the  Council  of  Alexandria  entreated  the 
episcopal  eommii^sion  at  Antiocb  not  to  uisist  on  any  other 
conditions,  iu  the  case  of  those  who  assembled  at  the  Paltea, 
and  also  bade  the  |>arty  of  Paulinas  to  put  forth  nothing  but 

>  SoermUtft.  HiaL  tkel 

■  Of-  Pspebroch.  Vita  S,  Luciferi,  o.  v.  45.  Acta  Sanetorum. 

*  Pp.  165-7.     He  H«n)a  to  bkre  been  misled  bj  the  Banedictine  editor  of 

SL  Chrjaoetom,  wboM  wor^M  h«  qaote*  u  hie  BQtboritjr ;  but  lli«  Deuedictiofl 

i^adtlor  !•  more  eaatkiui  tlisa  Mr.  Puller :  be  only  Kpoakii  ol  tlio  fiidoAVOur  of 

Rt.  Ath&OMtu,  wd  in  t^rms  niorv  capable  of  Lcing  reconciled  with  ibe  facts 

ILmi  u*  Hr.  PaUer'ft,  taken  with  tbetr  oonteit. 
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T\hat  was  put  forth  at  Nictea.     Moreover,  it  decided  tlial  U 
question  of  the  Three  HjqjostfLses,  as  between  the  East  and'' 
West,  wae  one  of  terms  only ;  and  it  reconuuended  that  they 
should  hH  meet  together  at  the  cuBtomury  place  (not  at  the 
Palrea)  aJid  settle  the  future  jilace  of  divine  worship  accord- 
ing t^:)  the  wish  of  all. 

III.  Thus  the  peace  between  the  two  parties  seemed  in  a 
fair  way  to  be  conchided  by  legitimate  autliurity.     A  council 
of  Alexandria  had,  of  course,  no  sort  of  right  by  itself  either 
to  purge  the  election  of  a  bishop  in  Antioch  of  ita  irregalaritf  j 
or  to  settle  matters  in  general  for  the  great  Oriental  see  bj 
on  epiKcopal  comniiseion,  much  less  to  elect  a  now  biahopJ 
And  yet  it  seems  as  though  the  commission  were  to  snperin-J 
tend  this  also,  in  case  the  Catholics  in  general  should  nol 
Holcct  Meletius.'     But  the  council  was  acting  with  the  Papal 
legate ;  *   and  the  legate  Eusebiua  proceeded  to  exeeut*;  bis 
commission  in  conjunction  with  his  brother-legate,  Lucifer  of 
Cagliari,  who  was  already  on  the  scene.     It  was,  however, 
owing  to  the  precipitate  action  of  this  latter  bishop  that  thaj 
proposals  of  the  comicil  fell  to  the  ground. 

On  arriving  at  Antioch,  after  leaving  Eosebios  to  proceed 
to  Alexandria,  according,  it  would  seem,  to  tlieir  mutual 
arrangement,  Lucifer,  having  sent  some  one  to  repreaent  him 
at  Alexandi'ia,  found  both  parties  without  a  bishop.  Meletius 
had  not  returned  from  exile,  and  the  Eustathians  had  only 
the  priest  Paulinus  to  lead  them.  From  all  we  know  of  St. 
Lucifer,^  Lis  whole  soul  would  go  forth  towards  the  Eusta- 
tbians,  or  party  of  Paulinus.  They  had  never  comproi 
and  he  was  uncompromising  to  a  fault.  They  had  nei 
worshipped  along  with  Arians,  and  his  horror  for  the  Arian 
heresy  was  unbounded.  They  had  stood  the  brunt  of  thu 
battle ;  their  fiery  zeal  for  the  proi*cr  Godbcud  of  their  cruel-' 
tied  I^rd  had  stood  the  test  of  thirty  years.  All  the  uxqnisite 
beauty  of  Meletius'  character  could  not  now  tempt  them  to 

•  Cf.  Ada  Sanctorum :  S.  Lveifer,  May  20,  c  S. 
■  Ibid.  Vila  S.  LiUrii.  §  IW.  6.  7. 

*  TUlBmoat  in  tniiUJicn  in  lupposing  thni  the  Laciferiaiu  wen  coooIUd 
beCftUM  ib'T  foUiine^l  Lucifer  into  Boliiam  ;  Ihey  were  diiieiplss  of  bia  who  «Md 
b^Mi<l  liini  after  hia  nliremeot.     Hii  r«tironi«ol  wm  Dot  «  Kluim. 
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condone  the  irregularity  of  his  election,  and  his  still  (as  they 
deemed  it)  too  tender  dealing  with  the  Arian  heresy.  St. 
Lucifer  accordingly  decided  tu  use  his  papal  facuitiea,  as  he 
deemed  it  certain  that  anyone  who  wan  on  the  scene  would 
feel  jnstiiied  in  doing.  He  delcrmined  to  act  before  the  re- 
turn of  Meletius,  and,  assisted  by  two  biahops,'  he  conse- 
l^crated  Paulinus,  against  whose  character  for  orthodoxy  and 
lersonal  holinesa  no  whisper  had  ever  been  heard,  and  who 
been  selected  as  Icailer,  rather  thau  thrust  biumeir  for- 
ward. But  St.  Lucifer  had  not  uountcil  on  the  devotion  of 
the  people  of  Antioch  to  tlic  person  of  Meletius.  St.  Gregory 
of  Naziaazufi,  the  panegyrist  of  St.  Meletius,  thus  describes 
the  slate  of  matters  in  hia  eloquent  discourse  on  |K'.ace : — 
'  Since,  t>eiDg  men,  we  are  liable  to  sin,  onr  fault  was  that  of 
loving  our  pastors  to  excess,  and  that  we  could  not  discover 
which  of  twu  good  men  was  the  mure  tu  be  preferred,  until  we 
reed  to  admire  them  both  alike.' '  He  emphatically  denies 
lat  there  was  any  diflercnce  as  to  doctrine,  in  spite  of  St. 
'^Basil's  assertion  to  the  contrary.  He  says  to  the  heretics: 
However  much  you  may  desire  it— ».«.  to  find  a  quarrel 
between  us  as  to  doctrine — it  is  in  vain  ;  "  besides  this  there 
is  nothing" — i.e.  nothing  but  undue  attachment  to  our 
(several  pastors.' 

IV.  The  commission  of  bisliopH,  with  Eus^bius  at  its  head, 
now  arrived  in  Antioch  with  their  peace-making  programme, 
only  to  End  that  the  proposals  of  the  Synod  of  Alexandria 
had  been  rendered  futile  by  Lucifer's  hasty  action.  The 
,J:lu8tathians  were  devoted  to  their  new  bishop,  and  delighted 
[to  find  that  their  principles  in  the  past  had  received  the 
iction  of  Itome  and  Alexandria.  Tim  Meletians,  ou  tho 
^otber  hand,  were  not  unnaturally  sore  at  the  new  conse- 
cration, devoted  aa  they  were  to  the  gracious  and  winning 
>nality  of  the  bishop,  whom  they  had  with  such  <|ue8tion- 
de  diplomacy  helped  to  the  throne  of  Antioch.  Eusebius 
naturally    disappointed    with    hin    brother-legate.      If 


•  Cf.  J«n>nM,  Chronicon,  uid  TilUmont.  Luc.  de  Cagl.  ir. 

*  Aj)  eiHi«ftvoQr  bu  be«ii  m&de  to  c^aiieot  tbts  wiUj  ftuoUiet  puUf* 
in  St.  Gregonr't  life.  Viitii  mhU  Kucceaii  cf.  Ueieuda.  Dt  Vita  ei  Utifu 
DamoMi,  o.  IS,  $  V. 
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RiifinuB*  ac^oant  be  taken  literally,  lie  refused  to  comiuum* 
cate  with  either  party.     But  consideriug  that  he  is  found 
shortly  afterwards  in  close  co-operation  with  Lucifer,  before 
the  latter  shut  lilmscif  uji  in  Sardinia,  wo  must  understand 
llnfinuF)  to  mean  that  he  did  not  decide  as  to  the  legitimate 
occupant  of  the  eee.    Of  courfle,  if  St.  Lucifer  had  held  no 
legatine  faculties,  and  if  the  jurisdiction  of  Borne  over  Antioch 
had  not  been  acknowledged  on  all  sidcfl,  the  case  would  have 
been  eimple  enough.    His  conswration  of  a  bishop  in  Antioch 
would  have  been  a  fla(:p*ant  act  of  schism.     Neither  St.  Atha- 
nasius  nor  St.  Gregory,  nor  even  Bl.  Basil,  could  have  spoken 
and  acted  as  they  did,  unless  they  recognised  the  right  of  the 
Apostolic  See  to  con^ccrabe  a  IJiehop  of  Antioch.     They  most, 
havti  called  it  what  it  would  have  been,  the  most  mocstrous 
Aot  of   interference  with  the  rights  of  Antioch.     But  they 
betray  no  distant  consciousness  of  any  lack  of  validity  in  the 
appointment  on  the  score  of  the  conaecration.     AH  that  St. 
Basil,  the  most  determined  opponent  of  Pauliuus,  resented 
was  that  his  friend  should  be  ousted.     All  he  pleaded  for  waSj 
tlmt  ho  should  not  Ive  ignored.    All  he  determined  was  to' 
communicate  personally  with  Meletics,  of  whose  orthodoxy 
be  was  sure,  and  not  with  Paulinus,  about  whom  he  thought  i 
Borne  hod    beon    misled.      He    had   against    him   in    tbii^ 
8t.  Athanasius  and   the  Council  of  Alexandria,  who  had 
thorou(^hly  investigated  the  question,  besides  St.  Epiphanias 
(no  mean  authority),  some  eighty  Eg^'ptiaii  bishops,  and  the 
entire  West.     But  he  declares  that  if  anyone  shonld  comej 
from  heaven  itself,  and  yet  should  be  demonstrably  not  walk- 
ing according  to  the  sound  word  of  faith,  he  would  not  com- 
munic-ate  with  him— an  innocent  resolve,  which  is  that  of 
every  Catholic  at  this  honr. 

Kusebius,  on  arriving  at  Antioch,  expressed  his  dlsapprovt 
of  Lucifer's  action,  and  yet  felt  himself  unable,  with  bis 
present  powers,  to  make  any  amicable  settlement  of  the  diffi- 
culty. It  was  the  ortho<ioxy  of  the  Eustathians,  and  the 
sanction  given  to  their  position  by  the  Council  of  Alexandria, 
that  constituted  the  difificulty.  For,  altbouKh  the  cotmtil 
purged  the  eteetion  of  MeletiuB  of  its  original  stain,  it 
had  made  I'aulinus  and  his  party  the  nucleus  of  Catholic  Ufa 
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ronnd  which  the  Meletians  were  to  gather,  and  over  which  it 
was  hoped  St.  Ihlelctins  would  be  chosen  to  proBide  by  tbo 
spoutaneona  action  of  the  whole  Catholic  body.  But  now 
that  Pftulinus  had  been  (however  unwisely)  ordained  by  one 
irtio  had  authority  to  act  in  the  name  of  the  Apostolic 
Bee,  and  had  been  enthusiaatically  accepted  by  the  orthodox 
Eustathians,  there  was,  on  the  one  hand,  a  difficolty  in  ignor- 
ing him,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  impossibility  of  making 
him  the  only  bishop.  There  is  no  parallel  in  the  history  of 
the  Church  to  the  state  of  things  which  thus  arose  in  Autioch. 
And,  accordingly,  Eusebius,  declaring  it  'wellnigh  incarable,' 
eeems  to  have  left  Antioch  without  coming  to  any  definite 
conclusion.  He  probably  felt  that  the  thing  mu&t  work  itself 
out,  and  that  meanwhile  he  could  only  have  recourse  to 
Borne.  Thither,  ^vith  Lucifer  of  CagUari,  after  transacting 
other  business  eltwwhcre,  he  appears  to  have  taken  the  de- 
crees of  the  Alexandrian  Synod  for  the  confirmation  of  Libe- 
rius  and  his  account  of  what  had  happened  in  Antioch.' 

The  further  development   of  the  matter  belongs   to  the 
reign  of  Bamaeas. 


NoTR. — It  will  be  seen  from  the  facte  adduced  above  that  Mr,  PiiI- 
>ler  in  hfs  book '  The  Primitive  Sainta  and  the  See  ofKome,'ha.sgircu 
a  TorBion  of  the  history  of  St.  Meletius  which  is  incoDsifitent  with 
the  facts  of  the  case  as  a  whole.  He  has  ignored  the  real  cliaracter 
fof  St.  Melotius'  cloctioD.  He  has  misrepresented  the  judgment  of 
the  Couuoil  of  Alexandria.  He  says,  '  it  recammemlcd  that  the 
whole  body  of  Catholics  Hhoold  unite  together,' '  whereas  it  said 
Uiat  the  Meletians  should  unite  tbemaolves  to  Paulinus  and  his 
party.  He  is  wrong  abont  Lucifer  having  '  immediately  afterwords  ' 
brolDen  away  from  the  Church.  It  is,  to  say  the  least,  &  moot  poiDt 
whether  be  ever  broke  away ;  it  is  certain  that  he  did  not  imme- 
diately afterwards.  Paulinus  was  not  ordained  by  Lucifer  without 
asfdstant  bishops,  as  Mr.  Pidlcr  states.  There  is  no  discu^ifion 
(which  WES  at  least  needed,  if  not  an  admission)  of  tlie  tcgaiinc 
poiitioD  of  Eusebius  and  Lucifer.     Consequently  his  rcadora  would 

'Tukrnnt  Meora  Acta  CoDcIUi  ambo  Legati  et  in  Latinun)  iranitalertitit 
Brmiam  portavenmt  ad  Liberitun,  qai  omnia  coiifiiinavit  el  approbavit '  ( Vita 
i  rx  Areliivio  Verc^iitnti).  *  P.  Wfi. 
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gain  quite  a  false  idea,  if  thej  trusted  to  the  version  be  gives,  of 
the  whole  affair.  There  are  other  points  in  his  account  which  will 
come  under  notice  later  on. 

It  will  be  seen  also  that  Dr.  Pusey's  assertion,  quoted  by  the 
Bishop  of  Lincoln  (Preface  to  '  Prim.  SS.'  p.  xxiii),  viz.  '  St. 
Meletius,  even  while  president  of  this  second  General  Council,  was 
still  out  of  communion  with  the  West,'  is  not  borne  out  by  the 
facts  of  the  case. 


I.  LtBERics  having  attained  to  his  reward,  the  great  Dama- 
Bug  sat  on  the  Fisherman's  throne.  Ozauam,  in  his  graphic  de- 
BiTiptioi)  of  the  Church  in  the  following  century,  says  that 
until  the  accession  of  Leo  the  Hoe  of  St.  Peter  had  been 
occupied  by  saints  and  martyrs  rather  than  by  what  we 
should  call  men  of  genius,  and  that  in  St.  Leo  the  Church 
saluteu  the  Jirst  geiiiui)  in  a  Pope.  There  is  some  truth  in 
thifl.  The  foundations  of  the  Churcb'e  order  were  certainly 
laid  by  the  hands  of  eaiuts  in  the  first  three  centuries,  and, 
as  we  have  seen,  their  normal  end  was  the  martyr's  death. 
Indeed,  the  Popes  heing  the  ipfallihie  guardians  of  Divine  tra- 
dition, there  waa,  if  we  may  so  say,  a  certain  fitness  in  their 
bting  conscientious  even  to  sanctity,  rallier  than  Icai'ned  in 
the  worhl's  judgment ;  zeal  for  the  faith — that  dinnc  love  of 
truth  which  will  not  brook  or  comprehend  in  the  Church's 
net  the  teacher  of  false  doctrine — is  what  we  should  most 
expect  in  the  early  occupants  of  that  see  which  was  set  for 
the  preservation  of  the  deposit  of  revealed  truth.  And  such, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  was  the  characteristic  feature  of  the  early 
Popes. 

But  in  St.  Damasus  we  have  something  more  than  tills. 
He  voA  a  man  of  learning  as  well  as  of  piety ;  a  patron  of 
art  aa  well  as  a  master  of  the  spu-itoal  life.  '  Itarely.  if 
ever,  in  the  history  of  the  Church '  (says  Dr.  Liyhtfout),  '  has 
a  great  leader  teen  tired  with  such  zeal  for  recording  the 
Christian  heroism  of  the  past.' '  He  was,  moreover,  a  man 
of  prodigious  activity,  and  at  the  same  time  of  singular 

'  Apostolie  Fallitn,  Part  L  '  Bt.  Clement  of  Ilamt>,'  vol.  U.  p.  Mi. 
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caution.     He  was  too,  aays  St.  Jerome,  '  the  virgin  Doctor  of 
the  virgin  Church.'     But  although  St.  Jerome  implies  thai 
there  was  an  a&cetic  side  to  his  life,  he  seems  to  have  en- 
deared himself  to  every  class  of  men.     He  was  called  by  hig, 
schismatic   opponents   'the   friend   of    diggers,'  in    allusioa^ 
doubtless  to  liia   familiarity  ^vith  the  workers  in  the  cat 
combs  and  their  affection  for  him ;  he  was  called  the  friend  o( 
matrons,  doubtless   in  alliision  to  the  fact  that  the  Bomaal 
matrons  saw  in    him  an  embodiment  of  true  religicHi,  and 
lavished  theii-  wealth  on  hia  schemes  for  the  improvement  of 
the-  city  (of  which  tho  traces  remain  to-day),  or  for  the  bttttT- 
mont  of  the  poor,  or  the  improvement  of  the  condition  of  the 
clergy.    To  S^aint  Athanasius,  who  must  have  known  him  well 
during  his  stay  in  Rome,  he  was  the  '  beloved  Damasub  ;  '  in 
Theodoret's  eyes,  looking  at  him  from  a  distance,  he  was 
the  reproduction  of  the  great  Bishop  of  Carthage,  and  '  con-, 
spicuous  for  tho  sanctity  of  his  Ufc.' '     The  emperor  soundly 
scolded  St.  Damasus'  schismatic  0])ponent8  for  disturbing  the 
calmness  of  his  '  most  holy  mind.*     St.  Ambrose,  who  knevi 
him  personally,  speaks  of  him  as  *  the  holy  Damasns  elected' 
by  the  judgment  of  God.'    Few  characters  come  before  ui 
with  more  manifold  recommendations  than  that  of  Daniasus., 
His  poems  are  at  once  scholarly  and  touching.     What  can 
more  exquisite  than  his  poem  on  Projecta,  what  more  tonch* 
iug  than  that  on  his  sister  Irene,  whom  he  hopes  to  meet  in 
a  better  world,  and  by  whose  aide  he  asked  to  be  buried? 
Half  hia  life,  he  says,  has  gone  from  him  on  losing  bis  sister 
in  her  twentieth  year : 

Non  timui  mortem  ooJoi  iiood  libn«  mUnA, 
Bod  doloi  faleof  oonBortia  perdnro  vilic. 

Bnt  DamasuB  was  above  all  a  ruler.  Ue  ascended  the 
throne  at  a  time  when  fiimness  and  prudence  were,  above  all 
things,  necessary ;  and  the  Sixth  General  Council  is  witness 
to  the  one,  when  (with  a  play  on  his  name)  it  calls  him  *  the 
adamant  of  the  faith,'  ^  whilst  Theodorct  says  that  '  there 
was  nothing  that  he  was  not  prepared  to  s&y  and  do  in  behs 
of  the  Apostolic  teaching ; ''  and  St.  Basil  is  a  reluctant  wit^' 

I  Ad>Mvat  A  oS^t  r^s  vi'vTtwi  (Maosi.  L  xi.  p.  WI).  '  B,  8.  V.  % 
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nefis  to  his  cantinn  in  dcalin;;  \nth  the  East.  AmbroHiaster, 
bearinf;  witness  to  his  official  position  (in  spito  of  his  own 
Semi-Pelagianiflm),  really  describes  the  main  feature  of  his  life 
when  he  speaks  of  the  Church  as  '  the  house  of  God,  of  which 
Daraasns  is  now  the  rolor.'  But  though  a  ruler,  he  was,  to 
those  who  knew  bim,  meek  and  gentle ;  St.  Jerome,  his  inti- 
mate at  ono  time,  was  particularly  impressed  with  bis  mild- 
ness ;  and  the  title,  '  Servant  of  flervants,'  which  he  adopted, 
which  has  been  used  by  the  Foi)es  ever  since,  points  to  his 
hamility.  His  position  was  one  that  needed  this  pivot  of  tlie 
Christian  Hfo,  for  on  the  one  hand  no  raan  was  ever  more 
maligned  by  his  enemies,  idolised  by  the  Cliristian  world,  or 
placed  on  a  higher  pinnacle  by  the  policy  of  a  Christian 
emperor.'  It  is  not  without  special  interest  that  Ui  him  also 
we  owe  the  recitation  of  the  Gloria  after  each  Psalm  in  the 
divine  office;  whilst,  above  all,  it  is  to  his  desire  and  en- 
couragement that  one  of  the  greatest  gifts  of  God  to  Holy 
Church  19  to  Ijo  traced — the  translation  of  the  Holy  Scriptures 
into  what  we  may  call  tbe  vulgar  (or  common)  tongue  of 
Christendom  by  St.  Jerome. 

It  is  to  be  regretted  that  some  recent  writers  have  taken 
the  side  of  schismatic  and  heathen  authors,  rather  than  that 
of  the  contemporary  Christian  world,  in  regard  to  this  great 
Pope.  l>r.  Littledale  has  a  passage  on  Damasus  which  re- 
produces the  venom  of  the  'Liliellas  Preeum,'  written  by  two 
bitter  schismatics,  whose  statements  have  been  proved,  where 
they  could  bo  checked,  to  have  been  shamefully  false ; '  and 
more  recently  Mr.  Puller  has  argued  from  the  surroundings 
of  the  saint,  and  from  a  passage  from  Ammianns  Marcellinns, 
the  heathen  historian,  to  the  elTect  that  St.  Damasus  must 
himself  have  been  guilty  of  a  luxurious  mode  of  Ufe.^  Poes 
Ur.  Puller  think  that  at  a  time  when  the  throne  of  Peter  was 

*  Whsit  U  th«  real  value  of  the  saving  ot  Prntestatna  (quoted  by  Mr.  Poller 
ai  cviduiM  of  Papal  laxary), '  Make  me  Bishop  of  Romo,  »ni  I  will  becom«  a 
Cbriitiui  lo-mofTow '  ?  A  Uindn  mlffht  mj  the  tame  Co  tbe  Archbiiihop  ot 
CMiierlrerjr— would  it  be  anv  n'Hectton  on  his  Qroco?  TurtaLlian  aaj^s  that 
Htm  bMthvD  Bftid  tbe  nm*>.  ot  Ctiristi&tu  in  bia  day :  which  deatrojra  Mr.  Pallar'a 
ap^ioatiOQ  Mpol.  p.  IM). 

■  Bt>  quolci  lli«m  alon«  aa  his  authority^ 

■  primUivt  SS,  pp.  140, 141. 
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taking  the  place  of  the  altar  of  Victory,  a  pagan  hixtorian 
would  }}e  a  stranger  to  the  seductive  whispers  of  envy?  la  a 
pagan  historian  to  be  trusted  altogether  in  regard  to  the  very 
Pope  who,  at  the  risk  of  his  life,  gave  the  death-blow  to 
paganiam  in  the  city  of  Rome,  and  conspired  to  destroy  tta 
iiiBt  attar?  No  doubt  it  would  be  something  in  favour  of  Mr. 
Puller's  thesis  if  it  could  be  shown  that  pure  worldliness  led 
to  the  position  which  the  throne  of  Peter  occupied  in  the  days 
of  I>amaiiua ;  \  but  we  need  something  mure  than  the  sugges- 
tions of  a  lieathen  hiutorian,  and  a  petulant  expreMsion  that 
fell  from  the  pen  of  St.  Basil,  wxiting  to  an  intimate  friend, 
to  counterbalance  the  unanimous  witness  of  the  contemjwrary 
Christian  world  in  favour  of  the  '  virgin  Doctor  of  the  virgin 
Church.* » 

St.  Damaaus  had  a  good  preparation  for  his  life's  work, 
lie  must  have  seen  St.  Julius  and  conversed  with  St.  Aiba- 
nasiuR,  and  he  was  the  secretary  of  St-  Liborius.  He  followed 
the  latter,  part  of  the  way  at  least,  out  of  the  city  whi>n  he 
went  forth  an  exile  for  the  faith  '  to  the  admiration  of  all,'  m 
St.  AthanaaiuB  describes  him  :  some  think,  but  witbout  sufti- 
cient  ground,  that  he  followed  him  to  Beroea.  He  at  one  Lime 
managed  the  ecclesiastical  affairs  of  the  city  in  the  absence  of 
Libcriua ;  and  he  had  a  great  deal  to  do  (under  the  latter  and 
in  concert  with  Hilary,  of  Poictiers)  with  the  restoration  of 
the  bishops  who  had  lapsed  at  Ariminum.  lie  was  therefore 
a  special  object  of  aversion  to  the  Lnciferians,  in  whose  eyes 
a  moment's  dallying  with  heresy  was  an  unpardonable  sin. 
These  same  men  were  probably  the  authors  of  the  calumnies 


■  Cf.  7*nmitivi  SS.  pp.  140,  1.  Od  p.  IdS  Mr.  Poller  i&j-a  thai  Tftka- 
Itakn's  Mliet  >  bad  to  bo  publioly  read  to  th«  cborchM  of  Bomo.'  D«ma>Q* 
liiiiMilf  adopted  tliU  oniunj&l  courm  in  bU  zral  lor  Lho  rsfocmatinn  o(  hia 
Mr.  Puller's  acaoaat  ot  the  bishops  of  tXie  fourth  centnry  (p.  IM,  hmj.)  ne«da  to 
be  ohMked  by  t\w  facts  Riven  b^  TbotnafiBtntiB.  Di»c.  EecL  i.  H.  part.  il.  lib-  tii. 
cap.  101.  and  a  grand  pa»»Bg«  in  Ddlltogcr's  Hi»t.  of  (V  Church,  Period  II.  tuf, 
V.  §  1 :  '  Tbo  ward  bUhop  «raa  flyaonjnuoua  with  joat  and  upritjlit  admuuatnu 
tton  of  ihc  law.' 

'  St.  JpfoniA,  Ep.  ad  Pammachium.  Aminianas  UaroeUiona  laid  tfraM 
npod  the  gorfMQK  attire  in  which  St.  Damantit  appeared  in  pohlic.  and  coo. 
traated  it  with  tlic  rob««  of  biibopi  in  tha  eouair;.  Leo  XIIL  aUo  wean 
lb«  moHt  gorgraiiB  official  n>lM«,  and  yet  Im  aluuwt  Uv«a  on  air 
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both  ogainst  LiUeriuB  and  Damasus.'  But  no  accusation 
conld  be  saccesafally  manipalate<l  against  the  faith  of  Dama- 
sua ;  for  there  was  no  occasion  (as  in  the  case  of  Lilwrins) 
when  he  was  removed  from  public  kon,  and  when  their 
cahimnieti  could  escape  unchecked.  But,  in  concert  with  the 
Jew  Isaac,  they  attacked  his  moral  character  ;  only,  however, 
to  draw  fi-om  all  sides  fresh  witnesses  to  his  sanctity. 

n.  When  liiberiua  died,  Damaaus  was  his  natural  and 
fittest  succeasor.  Ue  was  immediately  electftd  by  the  vaflt 
majority,  and  duly  consecrated—'  elected,'  says  St.  Ambrose, 
'  by  tho  judgment  of  God ; ' '  only  four  out  of  the  forty 
presbyters  of  Rome  went  with  his  foe.  There  was  no  com- 
petitor for  the  throne  at  the  moment  when  Damasus  waa 
elected.  Ammiauus  Marce11iiui8,  looking  at  matters  from  tho 
outside,  Beefi  in  Damasus  and  Ursinus  merely  two  rivals  for 
a  great  position.  But  Damasns  was  seated  on  the  throne 
when  the  opposition  began  ;  he  ^^-as  the  bishop,  and  the  only 
bishop,  on  Cyprianic  principles,  '  since  there  cunnot  be  a 
second  after  the  first ;  and  whoever  is  made  such  nfter  one 
wfao  ought  to  be  the  only  one,  is  not  »  second,  bat  no  bishop 
at  all.'  St.  Jerome  expressly  says  that  it  was  after  au  interval, 
however  short,  that  a  rival  bishop  was  started  ('  poet  non 
mnltum  temporis  spatinm,' '  Chronicon ').'  Bnfinus  nays  that 
before  the  troubles  began,  Damanus  *  had  received  the  episco- 
pate in  the  city  by  succession  after  Libc-riuB.'  He  did  not, 
therefore,  mount  an  episcopal  throne  through  streams  of 
human  blood.* 

But  I>amasus  having  been  elected  and  consecrated,  not 
long — it  may  be  immediately—  aftorwiirds,  Ursinus,  a  deacon, 
stirred  np  a  party  against  him,  and  Huccceded  in  getting  him- 
self clecti:d  and  consecrated  on  a  single  day,*^  contrary  to  the 

*  Cf.  SUtting'e  Life  of  .St.  Liberins  in  the  Acta  Sanctorum, 

*  W«  H>uM  bonl);  bave  a  b«Urr  judg«  ot  tbu  luattei  tbon  St.  AmbroM. 

*  •  A  lew  days  alter  *  (Uoliinger). 

■  Pruttitiv4  Faints,  de.  p.  140.  11  is  atrange  thnt  Mr.  Paller  Bhoalil  conlont 
himieW  with  uyin;^  ihat  '  Ammianiu  Marcellicuit  diriilM  Uut  blame  c-iiuslly 
brtwMin  th«  two  coiiipetitors.'  Just  what  a  beatben  woald  do.  Mr.  Damib}' 
{Diet,  c/  Chr.  Biog.  iv.  1061})  thiiikii  it  a  merit  ihat  AminiaiiiM  '  show*  nu  biao 
oo  ibc  on«  tide  or  the  other  of  the  contest.' 

*  DantMU  vAiMd  the  luoal  (Low. 
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canons,  by  the  Bishop  of  TivoU,  aa  old  and  rough  biafaoi 
who  OBurpod  fcr  the  occasion  the  office  of  the  Bishop  of  Ostia*] 
His  party  seized  on  the  basilica  whicli  Libertua  had  erectc 
on  theEsquihiie  in  honour  of  our  Lady,  and  in  thecndeaToar 
to  prevent  the  people,  who  aided  wxUi  Damasu^,  flocking  into 
it  for  their  usual  worship,  a  mCUe  ensued.     A  savage  Prefect 
of  Corn,  a  considerable  official,  who  took  aide  with  Damost 
migmanaged  the  matter,  and  a  sceno  of  bloodshed  ensued.' 
The  whole  matter  (which  included  two  Drays]  was,  aa  Bufinoa, 
a  contemporary  writer,  says,  '  turned  to  this  prejudice  of  th»j 
Rood  and  innocent  bishop' — i.e.  Damauus.     The  judgment 
the  Prefect  of  Italy,  a  heathen,  wa;>i  against  Ursinuti  aa  *  the 
author  of  the  disBension  ' — so  at  least  we  may  gather  from  au] 
expression  of  Valentin  ion's.     Ajid  in  the  second  fray,  whilt 
the  Prefect  of  Italy,  who  was  then,  it  would  seem,  under  the 
induence  of  Isaac  the  Jew,  sided  against  Damasus,  the  vicar  j 
of  the  city  corrected  the  judgment  of  his  co-official,  and  Ursi-^ 
nus  waa  banished  the  city.     St.  Damasus  built  a  basilica  at 
Nola  in  thanksgiving  for  his  release  from  the  tronble. 

III.  No  sooner  had  the  reina  of  government  been  placed 
'by  the  judgment  of  God  '  in  the  Itonds  of  Damaaus.  than  ho 
entered  u^jon  a  course  of  procedure  which  characterised  liia 
whole  reign.  Like  others  before  him,  but  with  still  greater' 
fiequency,  he  conducted  the  affairs  of  the  Church  in  concert 
with  other  bishops.  The  council  was  his  instrument  of  rule. 
So  much  was  this  the  case  that  presently  '  The  Westerns  * 
and  Damasus  presented  Ihemeelvee  to  the  East  aa  one 
St.  Basil  sets  it  down  to  th&ir  own  sins  that  things  wore  bo 
different  in  the  Bast.  He  and  the  bishops  that  agroed  with  him 
saw  in  the  West  a  unity  of  faith  and  action  whi::h  they  hSrXj 
envied.  But  this  unity  was  not  obtained  without  a  stniggle. 
Milan,  the  imperial  residence,  was  the  scene  of  discord  at  the 
beginning  of  Damasus'  reign.  Ursinus  seems  to  have  suc- 
ceeded in  stirring  up  the  embers  of  Ariun  misbelief  outsidft. 
Borne,  and  it  fonnd  a  champion  hi  Milan  in  the  bishop' 
Auxentins.  The  bishops  Ursacius  and  Valens,  the  old  opi>o- 
nentfl  of  St.  Atbanosius,  together  with  Auientiua,  were  busy 
ill  the  same  mischievous  work.  St.  Athauaaius  looked  to 
liome  for  the  settlement  of  these  difficulties.    Already  Bomaj 
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had  acted  with  vigoar  Bufficicnt  to  induce  St.  Athanafiiua  to 
Hay,  writing  to  the  African  bishops,  '  We  timnk   him  '  (i.e. 

*  our  beloved  Damatius  '  as  he  had  just  called  hun) '  and  those 
who  met  ui  the  great  city,  that  hy  casting  out  Ursaciua  and 
ValeUB,  and  others  who  thought  with  tliem,  they  bad  pre- 
serred  the  peace  of  the  Catholic  Cliurch.'  But  St.  Athanaaius 
imagixied  that  not  enough  had  been  done  with  ref^d  to 
Aoientiaa.  Various  synods  had  met  and  condemned  them, 
hot  Rome,  he  thought,  had  not  yet  siwkeu  plainly.  Accord- 
ingly he  exprefised  his  eurprise  that  Auxentius  hod  not  been 
'  cast  out  of  the  Cliurch,' '  But  in  reality,  Damauus  had  done 
more  than  St.  Athanafiius  knew  of.  He  had  not  only  con- 
vened a  council  and  retifiirmed  the  Niccne  faith  against  Ursa- 
ciua and  Yalens,  but  he  had  condemned  Auxenttns  in  an 
encyclical,  in  spite  of  the  support  given  to  him  by  Ibe  emperor. 
And  he  had  written  in  the  name  of  the  aynnd  to  the  Illyrian 
biabope,  and  through  them  to  the  East,  a  letter  which  was  to 
act  men's  minds  at  rest  as  to  the  value  of  the  Council  of 
Ariroinum,  in  which  so  many  bishops  bad  failed. 

This  letter  is  of  great  importance  as  evidence  of  the  posi- 
tion held  by  the  Holy  See  in  the  mind  of  the  Church  gene- 
rally. It  appears  from  St.  Athanasius  that  nothing  less  than 
a  Boman  s^-uod  could  authoritatively  allay  the  disquiet  abroad. 
But  the  value  of  a  Roman  synod  could  obviously  only  be 
rated  thus  by  reason  of  its  being  an  expression  of  the  mind 
of  tlie  Bishop  of  Rome ;  for  the  rest  of  the  bishops  had  no 
more  influence  than  an  ordinary  Eastern  prelate.  Pamasus 
then  tells  the  Illyrian  bishops,  and  through  them  the  whole 
Kast,  that  they  must  not  allow  their  minds  to  be  swayed  by 
th«  great  numl>er  of  the  hishoire  who  went  astray  at  Arimi- 
Qum.    In  this  matter  numbers  do  not  count,  *  for/  he  says, 

*  it  is  evident  that  neither  the  Roman  bishop  * — i.r.  Liberiua — 
'wboeo  judgment  was  the  one  to  bo  looked  for  before  all,  nor 
VincentiuB,  nor  others,  gave  any  consent  to  such  decrees.* 
Nov  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  Vinoontius  and  a  few  others 

«b«l  follows  I  h»w,  for  Um  ntOMi  |)«rt,  follow^]  Meronda.  whose  monograph  on 
Sl  Dwnjuiiw  ia  to  be  (ouad  in  MigiM't  odition  of  that  Pope'a  iMtcri,  ^od  Menu 
to  ma  s  naaUspuM  of  aowirato  rauoniog. 
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could  outweigh  the  inimenRe  nnmber  of  lapsed  bishops  in  the 
disastroua  Council  of  Anminum.  Nor  cotild  Vincentias,  and 
a  few  others,  pltu  tho  Roman  bishop,  counter  balance  such 
numbers,  unless  there  were  something  special  in  the  position 
of  the  latter  bi»liop.  Bamssus,  however,  aitd  bis  Bynod 
could  asfinme  in  those  to  whom  be  wrote  a  recogiiilton  of  the 
singular  position  of  the  Roman  bishop,  whose  refnsat  to  Bifcn 
the  Ariminian  confession  nullified  the  effect  of  the  vast  de> 
fection  on  the  part  of  the  bishops.  The  synodal  letter  also 
speaks  of  the  bulwark  against  heresy  raised  by  the  Nicene 
Creed.  The  WcHtt^rn  bishops  were,  be  it  rememlwred,  writing 
to  the  East,  and  they  thus  described  the  Nicene  Council: 
'  Our  ancestors,  three  hundred  and  eighteen  bishops,  directed 
from  the  city  qf  the  mott  holy  Bishop  of  the  city  of  Jiome,  m 
council  having  been  arranged  at  Niciea,  erected  this  bulwark 
against  the  devil's  weapons.* 

Later  on '  the  lllyrians  assented  to  the  Roman  programme, 
coudemucd  certain  heretics,  and  announced  their  adherence 
to  the  '  Cousnbstantial  Trinity.' 

But  equally  important  from  another  point  of  view  is  the 
letter  of  the  emperor  accompanying  his  confirmation  of  the 
decreeB  of  the  lUyrian  bishops.  He  warns  bishoju  against 
pleading  in  the  Kast  the  faith  of  their  emperor,  for  that,  be 
says,  would  l>e  disobedience  to  the  scriptural  command, 
*  Render  unto  Ciesar  the  things  that  are  Csesar's,  and  unto 
God  tho  things  that  are  God's.'  Tliere  was.  therefore,  no 
confusion  in  theon,'  at  this  time  l>etwecQ  the  temporal  and 
spiritual  order— a  fact  to  be  remembered  when  wc  come  to 
the  Rescript  of  Gratian.  The  Western  emperor  only  gave 
civil  privilege  to  that  which  the  spiritual  authorities  ibom- 
selvcs  dccidexl. 

Ho  far,  then,  the  Bishop  of  Rome  comes  before  us  as  the 
centre  of  Chrintendom  at  a  time  when  the  imperial  residenee 
was  at  Milan,  and  when  some  of  the  greatest  bishops  that  the 
Gbnrcb  ever  possessed  were  engaged  in  the  eonttict  (or  the 

*  The  ehtoDologjr  here  is  exoeediiiftljr  diffloolL  Muui  vid  Mwwida  bring 
!n  ValeDtiiiian's  action  lw.ni.  HeteUt  (tivoH  retwna  tor  nupposlnit  U  lo  bs  Mn*- 
what  UtcT,  in  lUe  sMns  jt»r  u  liia  deiitb  (cL  Hefelv.  LL  SS9 ;  Mtrtnda^  OtUm 
Daman,  tub  mido  870). 
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ortiiodox  faitli.  This  contral  position  of  the  Rifihop  of  Rome 
will  appear  still  more  clearly  as  we  proceed.  Milan,  Treves, 
Sirmiam,  TbesMilanica,  ConHtantiiiople,  possess  in  their  turn 
the  imperial  court ;  but  tho  hoadBliip  of  the  Church  remains 
at  Kom£>.  There,  hemmed  in  by  an  idolatrous  prefect,  a 
mixed  senate  (of  which  pagans  formed  the  larger  portion),  a 
disunited  elerg^v,  cosraoiwlitau  heresy  representc^l  by  the 
sectaries  of  Africa,  Syria,  the  depths  of  Spain,  organised 
calumny  incited  by  tho  Jew  Isaac,  and  above  all,  at  one  time. 
an  anti-PoiM?  at  the  Eequiline,  Damnsiis  proceeded  with  his 
work  of  mling  the  Church  from  Great  Britain  to  Africa,  and 
from  Gaul  to  Constantinople.'  No  mere  headship,  such  as 
the  Duke  of  KurfoUt  puasc-iscs  amongst  the  Engliidi  nobility, 
will  i-xpbun  the  attitude  of  the  Church  in  general  towarda  the 
Bishop  of  Rome "  in  this  fourth  century. 

IV.  It  was  the  special  glory  of  Damasus  that  it  fell  to  his 
lot  to  guard  tho  Church's  fattb  uti  two  essential  points,  and 
to  condemn  the  leaders  of  the  two  heresies  that  took  the 
place  of  Arianiam,  during  his  long  and  fruitful  reign.  On  both 
these  questions  the  great  St.  Basil  proved  unetjual  to  the  task 
of  disceming  the  genus  of  evil,  and  dealing  with  ihem  with 
decision.  His  fight— and  no  words  can  describe  the  grandeur 
of  his  stand — was  at  the  first  against  Arianism  ;  and  lie  ended 
with  writing  one  of  the  most  magnificent  treatuies  that  the 
Church  possesses  on  the  Divine  glory  of  the  Tliird  Person. 
But  when  Apollinarins  8tarte<l  his  heretical  teaching  the 
Eostems  could  not  WHove  that  one  who  ha<l  deserved  so  well 
of  the  Church  had  fallen  into  a  new  heresy,  and  Basil  least  of 
alL  Basil,  indeed,  thought  Apollinarius  'ready  to  say  any- 
ttung,'  but  would  nut  openly  condemn  his  doctrine  and  break 
with  him.  Whilst  wellnigh  the  whole  East  was  resounding 
with  his  heterodox  position,  St.  Basil  would  not  allow  him- 
self to  think  of  him  as  the  victim  accused  of  a  funda- 
mental hereby :  and  he  managed  to  furnish  his  enemies  with 
weftpons  of  which  it  needed  all  the  dexterity  of  an  Athanasius 
to  turn  the  point.  There  can  be  no  question  that  Basil  was 
absolutely  orthodox  on  the  point  himself;  hut  he  did  not  see 

■  namast.  par  I'AbM  C«lt«ii  (r&riB,  ld71). 

■  TbU  ia  tbe  UIiutntioD  Ml«ct«d  l>>-  Mr.  i^aller,  PrimUiin  SS.  p.  HO. 
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tbo  danger  that  threatened  the  Church  from  ApolUnanns. 
Yet  this  heretic  had  begun  to  organise ;  he  was  gaining  a 
following  among  the  bishops,  and  the  East  was  in  danger 
of  being  overrun  with  ApoUinoriaDism  as  before  with 
AriaDiHrn.  But,  an  tho  Eastern  historian  notes,  '  Damaeus, 
Difthop  of  Rome,  and  Peter  of  Alexandria,  having  discovered 
the  bc!ginning  of  the  new  heresy,  condemned  it  in  a  council 
held  at  Itome  as  eontrar)'  tu  the  Catholic  Faith.'  ' 

The  same  was  the  case  with  the  Macedonian  heresy  which 
in  part  occasioned  the  Council  of  Constantinople.  It  was  for 
a  while  dealt  with  too  tenderly  by  the  Greeks.  St.  Baaileven 
incurred  blame  for  his  charitable  tolerance  of  it.  No  blame, 
indeed,  properly  attaches  to  an  individual  saint  for  not  per- 
ceiving the  germs  of  heresy  as  they  tirst  appear ;  but  at  this 
critical  mumetit  iu  the  Church's  life,  when  Arianism  was  being 
put  to  death,  it  is  to  be  noticed  that,  as  a  matter  of  JAct,  the 
Holy  See  wau  the  source  of  strength  to  the  epiBCopate  in 
meeting  the  new  forms  of  heresy  that  arose  upon  its  grave 
That  ticc  might  bo  expected  to  be  occasionally  deceived  by 
persons  who  dissimulated  tu  gain  its  support,  us  iu  the  case  of 
Vitalis ;  but  in  regard  to  the  doctrine  at  issue  it  was  as  a 
matter  of  fact  the  unerring  judge.* 

And  the  strength  of  its  occupant  lay  as  well  iu  the  divine 
assistance  which  was  pledged  to  liiu  office  aa  in  his  own 
perpetual  conscionsneeR  of  his  relationship  to  the  Prince  of 
the  Apostles.     Thus  he  says  of  his  promotion  : 

Hioc  mihi  prorecto  Ohmtos  oui  summs  poteaias 
8«dU  A|>o*tulicw  roluit  coooedere  honorem.* 

To  the  Easterns  he  wrote  :  '  It  redounds  principally  to  your 
own  honour,  most  honoured  sons,  that  your  love  pays  the  reve- 
rence which  is  due  to  the  Apostolic  See.*  *  At  the  same  time 
ho  in  careful  to  remind  them  of  his  own  unworthiseBa  to  hotd 

the  position. 

■  Boxomen,  tL  25. 

*  When  St.  Basil  ipwka  of  the  igaoanet  of  the  W«st  eoDoankUig  aflkin  In 
the  Eaat,  on  vhieh  Mr.  PnUer  la^i  aoma  iUoh,  be  a  aUuding  to  oa««  is  wfaioh 
lb«  orthoJox^  of  putJealii  persons  was  temporaril/  in  qneBtioo,  not  of  maUen 
of  raitl).    Ho  exaggeratai  aoiDevbat  tato  the  baigain. 

*  Datiuui  Catm.  ixxt.  •  Ep.  UL 
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We  have  to  this  day  thft  diRticli  which  St.  Daraasus  wrote 
in  the  baptistt-rv,  where  he  Beems  to  hare  placed  the  chair  of 
the  Apostle.    It  rims  thus : 

'  Oa«  cbftir  of  Peter,  one  onlj  tnie  bftth.' ' 

He  sal,  then,  according  to  liia  own  behef,  in  the  chair  of  Peter. 
Ami  nothing,  as  wc  shall  sc«,  but  a  recognitioa  of  thitj  on  the 
part  of  Eastern  and  W't^stern  Christendom  can  explain  the 
action  of  the  epiecopate  dnriug  hie  troubled  reign. 

V.  The  Church  in  the  Ka^it  had  been  plunged  into  the 
utiDost  distress,  St.  Basil's  descriptions  are  heartrending, 
luid  he  Awarcd  St.  .\tlianHRiii8  that,  in  liis  b»licf,  there  wa^ 
DO  way  of  help  but  for  the  Western  episcoimte  to  nHsiat. 

Now,  what  did  St.  Basil  mc&a  by  the  Western  bishops  ? 
Not  wrtainly  indii-idaal  bi.shops  acting  on  their  own  account. 
Neither  could  they  all  act  togetlier,  except  by  reprcKentatioii. 
But  the  West  throw-out  these  times  was  ordinarily  repre- 
sented by  the  Roman  synod.  And  in  what  could  the  Komivu 
^rnod  Burpaes  the  rest  of  the  Church,  except  in  the  position  of 
its  president,  the  Bishop  of  i^me?  St.  Basil  in  hia  sixty-sixth 
letter  is  thought  to  allude  to  the  action  taken  recently  by  Koine 
in  regard  to  Auxcntius  of  Milan.  He  seems  to  long  for  some- 
thing of  the  same  kind,  so  that  the  scholiast  heads  this  letter 
of  St.  Basil's  to  that  effect.  St.  BaRil  tells  St.  Athanasius  that 
his  first  idea  was  to  induce  the  West  to  send  an  imposing 
array  of  legates,  commissioned  by  a  vast  synod,  which  would 
impress  these  per\-crfte  Knsternsby  its  numbers.  He  thought 
that  there  was  nothing  like  appearance  of  numbers  to  counter- 
act the  impression  produced  by  the  immense  array  of  bishops 
wbohftd  failed  in  their  duty  at  Ariminiim.  Hntthishe  eawto 
be  impracticable ;  consequently  he  fell  back  '  on  the  regular 
mode  of  action  in  the  Church.  '  It  appeared  suitable  to  writ* 
to  the  Bishop  of  Rome  and  ask  him  to  oi'fnre  [the  verb  of 
which  binhop  is  the  substantive  form]  matters  here  in  the 
East  and  to  give  judgment,  so  that  since  it  would  be  difficult 
fw  any  of  the  Westerna  to  be  sent  by  a  common  and  synodical 

'  See  %.n  cxodleot  nininu;  of  Hosei's  orgiimQiit  concerning  the  ohair  of 
FMer  in  the  AbM  Foaw<l'ft  St.  Peter  and  the  t'int  y«an  of  Chrktianitif, 
Afpeoiiz  IT. 

'  OcMn|>«r«  Ep.  Ixi.  wiUi  Eja.  \xii. 
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decree,  he  [tlie  Bishop  of  Home]  might  act  on  hi»  oim 
authority  m  the  matter,  and  choose  out  men  equal  to  the  task/ 
The  work  which  these  legatea  would  have  to  do  was  Uiat  of 
jiersnading  the  Kastern  hiKhnpa  to  accept  the  ruling  of  the 
West  concerning  the  diRaHter  of  Arirainum,  which  consifrted 
essentially  in  the  Bigiiature  of  the  biahops  having  been  obtained 
from  tht-m  by  force' 

Now  St.  Basil  would  never  have  recommenilcd  a  plan 
against  which  these  refractory  bi8hox)8  conld  lawfully  ex- 
claim on  technical  grounds— against  which,  that  is,  they 
could  urgo  that  the  Bishop  of  Rome  had  no  right  on  his  own 
authority  to  sond  legates  to  persuade  them  to  accept  the 
decisions  arrived  at  in  the  Roman  synod.  The  relation  of 
Rome  to  the  East  must  have  been  recognised  by  St.  BaBJi  as 
that  of  a  superior  authority,  and  he  must  hare  been  well 
assured  that  his  Eastern  co-prelates  held  the  same  view. 

St.  Basil,  however,  included  in  his  rc^juests  a  verdict  in 
favour  of  St.  Meletius  and  a  condemnation  of  Marcellos, 
whose  followers,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  were  at  tbat  time  siding 
with  Pttulinus.  St.  Basil's  attitude  towards  MarccUus  wai, 
as  wc  shall  presently  see,  somewhat  impetuous,  and  it  is  Dot 
certain  that  he  was  justified  in  his  expressions  referring  to 
the  past.  The  letters  were  seat  to  Rome  by  Dorotheas,  a 
cleric  from  Antiocli  belonging  to  Meletius,  and  they  were 
grnciously  received.  St.  Damasus  sent  a  deacon  of  Milan 
named  Sabinus,  and  afterwards  the  Bishop  of  I'laccntia,  with 
the  letters  previously  written  to  the  lilyrituis  and  the  acts  of 
the  synod  held  two  yearfl  before.  In  these  letters  St.  Damasus 
had  said  that  tlie  Nicene  synod  defined  '  that  we  onght  to 
believe  tbat  the  ^'athor.  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit  are  of  one  Deity 
and  one  substance,'  and  then  that  those  to  whom  they  vcto 
mldressed  'onght  to  approve  this  by  rcciproi-al  letters.* 
Valentinian's  rescript  obliged  all,  so  far  as  in)|)erial  authority 
could  go,  to  believe  in  accordance  with  the  synod  of  Boma 
and  the  synods  of  Gaul,  that  '  there  is  one  and  the  Bftmn 
substance  of  Father,  Bon,  and  Holy  ^\m\i  in  Three  VtanooM,* 

tA  ^iraMi  <(«1  S^urat  Yrw^ift'.Tv'  imMi  dirk  «mmiv  k*1  ffvrv^'Kn  Utwstv*  4**- 
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The  Illjrriaji  bishops  anathematized  all  '  who  do  not  hold  and 
preach  that  the  Trinity  is  conBubHtantial.' 

I  have  laid  stress  on  all  this  activity  on  the  part  of  the 
Pope,  becanse  a  recent  writer  has,  as  it  seems  to  mc,  so 
thoroughly  misrepresented  the  reign  of  Damasus.  Speaking 
of  this  period,  ho  aays  tlmt  St.  Baell  'over  and  over  again 
had  written  to  Damasus  to  ask  him,  living  us  he  was  in  com- 
parative peace  and  quiet  [<ur],  to  help  the  Eastern  Cborchea 
which  were  sutTering  persocntion ;  hut  nothing  was  done, 
although  much  might  huve  been  done.' '  It  will  he  seen, 
however,  that  wc  can  hardly  talk  of  peace  and  quiet  in  regard 
to  the  life  of  Damasus,  nor  is  it  true  to  say  that  '  nothing  was 
done.'  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  tetters  from  Home  led  to 
action  on  St.  Basil's  part,  for  he  writes  to  say  in  a  letter, 
wrongly  headc<l  '  To  the  Westerns,'  that  they  in  the  East 
agreed  to  *  all  that  had  been  done  by  your  Honour  in  accoid- 
Bjice  with  the  canons,'  and  that  they  had  'welcomed  your 
ApoatoUc  zeal  concerning  the  true  Faith.' ' 

VI.  But  it  is  true  that  affairs  were  not  conducted  at  Borne 
exactly  a»  Basil  would  have  wished.  St.  Damasus  and  bis 
synod  did  not  agree  with  St.  Basil  as  to  the  best  method  of 
putting  an  end  to  the  differences  at  Autioch.  It  was  considered 
at  Borne  Uiat  the  uncanonical  character  of  Moletius'  election 
needed  to  be  taken  into  account,  and  also  Borne  did  not  feel 
such  perfect  confidence  in  the  orthodoxy  of  Moletius  as  St. 
Basil  did.  Rome  required  the  matter  to  be  accurately  iu< 
vestigated  before  coming  to  a  decision.  St.  Basil  proposed 
a  legation  from  Borne  to  the  Ea^t ;  Borne  preferred  a  legation 
from  the  East  to  herself.  Considering  all  that  we  know  of 
Eaiitem  intrigue,  and  the  terrible  state  of  things  in  the 
Eastern  Church,  it  was  surely  not  unnatural  that  St. 
D&masus  should  wish  for  some  more  personal  and  searching 

■  Prim.  SS.  itc.  p.  171.  St.  DamMus.  u  a  matter  oi  fact,  wm  in  p«rp«(ial 
and  pceseiiiig  troubts  iu  Ui*  Wimt— not,  it  La  tnic.  fium  the  emperor,  boi  tram 
0<bcr  caoaoa. 

'  Mp.  38-  Id  the  Banw  latter  h«  ealla  Bftbinoe  his  '  follow-deaoon : '  tfat 
•pilbel  ezjireitsies  tbir  brvtherbood  in  wbioh  one  was  a  btalio|r  and  the  other  ■ 
dfaeoB.  Alteniioa  to  such  ptuaaw  a«  Uunm  would  havesascd  Mr.  Puller  from 
limnaing  tbe  aiKuincnt  on  p.  6.  In  ibe  uiosl  i'apal  ol  Pa|>al  diMsuiUMita,  r'u. 
UfinnlKlaa*  fanauitry,  tbo  Pope  me  addresaed  aa  '  brotbcr.' 
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investigation   of  the  matter.     St.  Bnsil  was  not   Infallible.. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  be  had  to  be  defended  by  St.  AthanatuQaj 
in  more  than  one  matter,  and  he  eventually  owned  himBeifJ 
wrong  in   the   matter  of  Marcellus.      There   woald   be, 
Dama^ue  naturally  thouj^ht,  a  better  chance  of  an  accuraUl^ 
deciHion  if  the  case  were  heard  at  Rome,  with  some  thoroughly 
trustworthy  legatu.s    to  give   informatiou,   iimn   if  Western 
k'giktea  were  thrown  into  the  sea  of  intrigue  and  false-dealing 
which,  according  to  St.  Basil  himself,  characterised  the  East. 
This,  then,  was  the  state  of  things  as  described  by  bim  in  a^ 
letter  to  KuBebius  of  Samosata.    At  Rome  they  were  in  &voar, 
of  a  more  thorough  investigation  of  matters,  on  account  of 
which  St.  Ba^sil  epeaks  of  some  there  being  greater  Bticklers 
for  accuracy  than   others,'  and   says  that  these  were   not 
pleased  with  his  letters.    Accordingly  thejr  were  sent  back  by 
Evagrius,  and  St.  Basil  was  asked  (it  was  almost  a  demand, 
awatrtov)  to  eeud  another  letter  and  to  authoritatively  arrange 
for  an  embassy  through  men  of  position  and  trustworthinesa, 
in  order  to  give  Rome  a  colourable  pretext '  for  undertaking, 
that  quasi- episcopal '  visitation  of  the  East  for  wliich  St.  Bull 
had  so  earnestly  pleaded.     One  cannot  help  seeing  thai  8t. 
Damasua  wished  the  embassy  from  the  East  to  repair  to 
Borne  that  the  whole  matter  of  the  Antiochenc  dispute  might 
be  gone  into  with  care.     At  present  he  seems  to  have  beeaj 
acting  on  the  line  adopted  by  Knsebius  of  VercelliB,  bis  l«g&te, 
when  he  left  Antioch — that  of  withholding  express  and  fiiul 
sanction  to  either  party. 

Evagrius  left  Basil  to  consult  Bt.  Meletiiis  at  Antioch,  and] 
received  a  letter  from  the  former,  saying  that  he  did  not 
8upix>ee  that  anything  would  come  of  the  whole  correspond- 

•  Mr.  Puller  hn*  pani[ihnwod  Basirs  words,  'th»  mon  Mcnnto  nmoi 
tboM  there.'  u  '  Pope  DauMoj  and  th»  Bonwc  elvrKjr '  (iVim.  SS-  p.  SS&) 
and  btt  tniuUlcs  iKplgtim  •  predwDaSB.'  It  aboald  b« '  preeisUm.'  Ua  : 
that  St.  Oregory  Nax.  dpenks  of  tha  Pope  ami  the  Waatarni  m  '  Uia  anir-a 
ilcfenders  of  the  eanont.'  St.  Gngorj  Hoes  not  use  ihe  word  '  s«II-Bty)ad.'  H« 
apvaka  of  the  Weslaraa  a«  being,  la  tb«  mattar  of  Mflletioa, '  tba  defeuden,  as 
th^  itltt^  [in  Ktyotfaif).  of  the  caooDB,*  lA  Ibeir  ground  of  action  b  that  iha 
canons  ware  violated.  He  does  not  treat  the  nialt«r  with  irony,  bat  givea  ia 
faimeu  their  pira. 

•  t{'rpi4rww•^9  A^pfiA*-  {Ep.  OXIxrlii.). 

•  Ti(i  iwiWHt-h^t  iiuir  (it.). 
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ence,  consideriBg  '  Ihe  accuracy  of  the  man  and  the  [unsatis- 
factory] nature  of  writing.' '  Judguig  from  St.  Basil's  next 
letter  (Ep.  cxxis.)  it  ■would  seem  as  if  Eusobius  of  Samosata 
partly  agreed  with  the  advice  of  Evagrius,  that  St.  Basil 
fifauuld  at  least  write  again  to  the  Westerns.'  Letters  were 
accordingly  addressed  to  the  West,  and  in  some  of  them' 
Uiey  pleaded  that  the  West  cannot  afford  to  do  without  the 
East  any  more  than  the  head  can  say  to  the  feet,  I  have 
no  need  of  you.*  After  describing  in  detail  the  fearful 
calamities  that  were  oppressing  the  East,  they  say  that 
'doubtless  many  of  us  ought  to  run  to  your  dignity  and  each 
be  interpreters  of  his  own  matter  [there]  '—an  emphatic  inci- 
dental remgnition  of  the  central  position  of  Rome  in  the 
ChriBtian  Church.  They  could  not  go  to  all  the  Western 
bishops  and  lay  their  matters  before  them ;  nor  could  the 
West  have  any  claim  to  such  a  reference,  except  by  reason 
of  the  possession  of  some  right  of  bearing  appeals.  This 
recoorse,  however  (they  say),  in  out  of  the  question  by  reason 
of  the  circumstances  of  the  times. 

The  li-ttors  are  exceedingly  vague  as  to  what  was  to  be 
done,  and  they  evade  the  reqnest  for  an  embassy  to  be  sent 
(o  Uie  Wci^t.  True  as  it  was  that  bishops  could  not,  without 
great  difficulty,  leave  their  post^,  still  later  on  they  did,  for 

I  h»TB  adopted  U('r>'nd«'e  interpretation.  lUthoDgb  at  firtit  sight  the  iit^$4ta 
voold  •Mm  to  nttx  to  Oftmasus  mid  not  Melolius.  Bui  I  li&v«  no  doabb  ibat 
ll«ceadA  is  nglit. 

*  Viilb  rG^-u-J  to  ft  not*  in  Mr.  ruUer'ii  hook  ([>.  173)  concerning  the  liwid- 
iags  of  some  letUn  that  pMocd  between  St.  Bu«d  aud  the  West,  it  must  bo 
raiBtmbcPed  tbftt  tbere  u  no  more  ilepreciatioti  of  Pupal  authority  ui  oalling  lb4 
Pope  mni  U»  reit  *  the  Westerns  *  than  there  wouM  bti  of  the  Qucen'H  In  b 
French  itatAsinan  saying  that  he  was  going  to  writ«  to  '  the  EnglUh,'  including 
Ibeir  aovermgn.  We  do  DOt  eipeot  modem  atytoa  of  writing  in  tho  fourth 
eentury ;  added  to  which  there  is  some  onaertainty  about  thcso  titles.  It  seems 
4Bito  «et1aiii  that  au  Ihe;  stand  they  aro  Ineorreot,  and  the  «eribo  irhu  tran^- 
pond  Ibem  may  hare  luinply  headed  them  of  hU  own  acoord.  As  for  tlio  tit1« 
*BUho|M  ol  Italy  and  <Hu],'  the  very  iduiL  of  Bt.  bovil  niw  lo  gel  nambera  into 
the  pfOponid  demonKlialion,  and  the  letter  was  sent  straight  to  Home.  TbeM 
at*  nwrealona  when  the  congregations,  which  include  the  l*ope,  arc  addnwaod. 

*  Ep,  oexliti. 

*  They  alao  eay  that  tbey  do  not  write  '  to  iittunn  your  diligeooc'  &«^«>a. 
deuly.  tbcrefore,  ttio  word  has  a  good  mmiio  as  applied  to  tbv  Westerns— iui. 
plying  diligent  inveatlgaUoti-  not  (as  Ut.  Puller,  p.  3S5)  iruny. 
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tiuch  a  purpose  as  that  of  a  council,  and  one  cannot  help 
perccmng  in  tliim  a  cortuin  unwillmgiieBS  to  submit  to  the 
ftearchiiig  investigation  of  the  matter  which  was  desired  at 
Koine,  and  vrhich  it  v/as  doubtleBci  felt  would  be  more  impartial 
there  than  in  the  excited  almoHphere  of  the  East. 

St.  Damusus  scumH,  liowerer,  to  have  held  a  synod,'  and] 
fiont  them  encouraging  letters,  and  Basil's  hopes  forth«-ith 
rose  hi[;h  ;  but  troubles  soon  came  which  materially  altered 
the  complexion  of  matterB  in  his  eyes.     Vitalis  eoceded  from 
MeleliuK  ui  Antiocb,  and  joiuod  Apoltinarius,  and,  it  would 
seem,  was  presently'  summoned  to  Bome.^     Thither  at  any 
rate  he  went,  and  there  he  presented  Damasus  with  a  profes- 
sion of  faith  which  St.  Gregory  describes  as  in  actual  words  | 
orthodox,  and  wliieli,  ho  says,  accordmgly  deceived  himsel 
for  a  while.    8t.  Damasus  naturally  thought  him  orthodox ; 
but  was  cautions  enough  to  hand  him  over  to  PauUnus  on  his 
return  to  Antioch,  to  be   dealt  with  hh  that   bibhup  might 
think  beet. 

Yll.  This  action  of  St.  Damasus  in  regard  to  Vitalis  was,  to 
Bay  the  least,  a  sign  uf  which  side  he  took  in  the  strife  at 
Antioch.  It  was  not,  however,  of  necessity  so  emphatic  a 
repudiation  of  Meletius  as  some  have  imagined.  For  Vitalia 
had  quarrelled  uith  Flavian,  Melc-tius'  agent  at  Antioch,  and 
St.  Meletius  was  himself  in  exile.  It  was,  therefore,  natumi 
to  Rend  him  to  rnulinns.  Still,  it  was  an  oiien  acknowledg- 
ment of  Faulinu^  as  a  proi^er  |K^rson  to  deal  with  one  under 
accusation  for  lioresy,  for  St.  Damasus  seems  almost  im> 
mediately  aft«r  Vituhs*  departure  from  Rome  to  havo  come  (o 
the  conclusion  that  he  was  not  quite  sure  of  his  orthodoxy,' 
and  accordingly  he  sent  to  PaiUijjus  a  profession  of  faith 
which  those  were  to  sign  who  wished  to  be  in  commmiion  with 
Home.'  Just  at  this  time  Feter  also,  St.  Athauaslus'  saintly 
BuecesBor  at  Alexandria,  was  in  Rome,  and  he,  too,  emphatically 
sided  with   Patilinus.     St.  Alhanasins   had  himself  written 


'  Ct.  Mtfrcnda  i(if*ta  iKtrntui,  fob  umo  371)  tot  tbc  •tiduee. 

'  TtU«moQt  LhinV*  ti»  omiui  ■pooUosoueljr :  but  8l  Uregur;  apealu  »(  hi* 
bciug  roi|airMl  to  make  a  ptoleeuon  ol  faillt  (d«airqf«it),  wlitoh  ini)ilitB 
Uiios  kiui  llifto  spoutiuieit;  (ot.  Ureg.  Nu.  Ep.  it  ad  CUtL). 

*  *  Qui  .  .  .  tiln,  id  tsl,  nobis  per  bo,  volueriot  toouri.' 
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loiters  of  communion  to  Paulinus  after  Wing  at  Antiocb. 
Before  going  there  be  was  inclined  towards  afisocialion  with 
&[eletiii8,  but  after  being  on  the  npot  be  sftnt  letters  to  PAuUnns. 
TiUemont  bus  8li|>|>ed  into  a  luistiikti  in  supposing  tbe  reverse 
to  have  been  tbo  ease,  and  Mr.  Puller  has  followed  hira.  But 
a  careful  comparison  of  St.  Basil's  letters  shows  that  it  wan 
really  afU^r  l>eing  at  Antiocb  liiiuself  tbat  Ht.  Athanusins  came 
to  his  final  ronchiston  tliat  communion  tdiould  lie  miiiutaiuod 
with  PanHnns,  although  this  by  no  means  hinderetl  him  from 
intercourse  with  St.  Mcletiaa.'  St.  Atbanasius  bad  now  won 
his  crown  in  373,  and  his  mantle  had  de.scended  on  St.  Peter, 
who  now  followed  him  in  siding  with  Paulinus.  This  was  in 
the  year  375  a.d." 

VIII.  St.  Basil  was  naturally  aggrieved  at  Rome's  recogni- 
tion of  Panlinus,  and  his  tone  suddenly  changes.  He  wrote  to 
Count  Terence  at  Antiocb  to  say  tlmt  be  '  hears  *  that  the 
Paulinibts  '  are  now  carrying  about  letters  from  the  Webterns, 
handing  over  the  bishopric  of  Antioch  to  them,  and  ignoring 
the  most  wondnrfnl  bishop  of  the  true  Chuioh  of  God,  viz. 
Uflletios.' 

"What  right,  we  may  ask,  bad  Uie  Westerns  to  hand  over 
the  bishopric  of  tbe  central  city  of  the  East  to  anyone  f  By 
the  Westerns  8t.  Basil  meaut,  according  to  the  phraseology 
of  the  time,  Borne,  which  he  presently  substitutes  for  '  the 
Westerns.'  What  right,  then,  bad  Rome  to  band  over  any 
bisboprie  in  the  Kast  wliatsoever  to  anyone  ?  What  greater 
act  of  jurisdiction  could  Rome  perform  than  to  decide  upon 
the  person  who  waa  to  be  in  charge  of  Antiocb  ?  Obviously 
Bome  had  tbo  right,  according  lo  St.  Basil.  He  never  once 
disputes  that  right  in  itself.  He  had  shortly  before  written ' 
to  Eusebius  of  Samosata,  asking  his  opinion  as  to  whether 
he  (Basil)  could,  under  special  circamstances  of  persecution, 
ordain  a  bishop  outside  his  province,  as  ho  bad  boon  asked  to 

'  Ct.  the  B«nc<Uctme  note  lo  Baitil  [Kp.  ccxiv. ;  Migne,  Ba*il.  Opp,  t,  iv.). 

'  Menod*  s««nis  qaitc  conclusively  (o  have  proved  Uuii:  beC4UM  (1)  tjuia 
mnet  1m>  IcIi  fur  St.  UmU's  photo  of  pluKuni  willi  lUime  before  Uusb  IsUen  to 
Pftalinaa ;  uid  (i)  VltaUs  was  not  yet  bhibop  (be  was  made  bishop  in  870) ;  nml 
{it  Count  Terence,  to  whom  St.  Ba«tl  at  once  wrote,  as  b«ing  in  Aatiooh,  woa 
(h«r*  oolj  (rom  873  to  31i. 

*  Slfi.  exxxiiii.  3. 
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do,  it  Ijemg  ftflftinBt  the  canons.  But  he  never  once  qncstiona 
this  right  in  the  case  of  Kome.  Faullnus  had  been  ordained 
by  a  Westom  bishop,  and  he  was  now  being  established  in  bis 
position  hy  the  Bishop  of  Kome.  St.  Basil  distinctly  refuses 
to  take  the  ground  that  the  Pope  had  no  jurisdiction  over 
Antioch.  In  his  indignant  letter  about  Meletius  being  passed, 
over,  when  expressing  the  extent  to  which  he  was  prepared  to 
go  in  the  way  of  disagreement  with  Ilome,  he  never  disputes 
Rome's  right  in  itself.  On  the  contrary,  he  congratulateB ' 
the  FfiuUniBtt)  as  having  received  the  letters  of  comnninion 
from  Itomc.  He  numbers  them  amongst  the  household  of  the 
feitb.'  Bnt  ho  is  not  prepared  on  that  account  '  to  ignore 
Mc'letius,  or  to  forget,  for  his  part  (tTrtXadio-ffat),  the  Chiirch 
miller  liEm.''  For  this  also, he  says, '  is  the  true  Church  of  God.' 
He  then  defines  his  position  still  more  definitely,  and  says 
that  *  in  the  case  of  ono  who  is  not  walking  according  to  the 
rale  [or  word]  of  faith,  he  would  not  receive  him,  not  even  if 
ho  came  from  Heaven  itself,  much  less  if  he  waa  one  of  the 
sons  of  men  with  a  letter  of  commendation.'  * 

There  is  nothing  in  this  to  contravene  the  decrees  of  the 
Vatican  Council  itself,  as  has  been  recently  suppoflcd.*  Those ' 
decreoB  do  not  force  anyone  to  receive  a  person  who  is  de- 
monstrably contravening  the  rnle  of  faith,  whatever  letters 
he  may  prodnce.  It  may  be  a  matter  of  piety  so  to  do,  a 
question  of  humility  whether  we  should  take  nur  own  judg- 
ment as  our  rule,  a  counsel  and  a  supernatural  virtue,  bat 
it  is  not  a  matter  of  necAssity  under  pain  of  sin,  for  such  a 
decision  as  that  of  St.  Damasus  does  not  fall  under  the  shelter 


'  9VjKmlf9ftni  T«it  KofuiTBii/roii  rk  iwh  'PtifUft.  *  nbttiavt  rii>  vlvrttn. 

*  8L  Bftail  U  probkbljr  ftUudlDO  uot  mereljF  to  Pftoluiiit  bat  to  ViUUl. 
wbo  teenu  to  h«ve  kept  lettora  from  Diuniuiiu  to  which  b»  vu  Dot  naUy 
•ntitlod,  M  ho  vfts  ocTtiunly  not  walking  acoording  to  tite  rale  ol  laiLh.  I  ban 
transposed  thv  limbs  ot  the  above  sentenoe  Irom  St.  Banil  En  order  to  tfaow 
what  sMfuB  to  m«  to  be  the  cortain  meaoiag.  Mr.  PaUer  has  slipped  in  tlM 
yrori  '  letter,'  and  Uanalated  vrmxp  '  aKi^  ^^^  *-  a  meamog  whieh  it  n«T«T 
hem  in  Grrak.  Therefcnnee  isobTtonslrtoUal.  t.  ^.vt.  16,  wfaerethe  wordii 
BMd  ot  penoDf,  not  of  tbin^.  St.  Ort^ory  Nas.  ha«  the  tame  Idea  ta 
nCetaoc*  to  soma  Kasteme'  jealnoEj  of  Bome.  He  »»yt  that  if  utgtiM  ««M  to 
come  Aod  oceopj  ibe  Ka.it  with  th^'ir  vain  rlralriM,  he  wonid  pnrtsal  {Carm,  4» 
Vita,  160b).  >  Prim.  SS.  pp.  SSS-SlOi 
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of  Papal  infallibity.  It  was  not  an  ex  cathedrd  pronunuiiition, 
not  something  concerning  the  ^itb  itself,  not  a  dtH'-ision 
obligatory  ou  the  whole  Church.  It  was  nut  even,  so  Ear  as 
we  know,  an  injunction  on  anyone.  He  paaBed  no  diicct 
Boatence on  Mektiua ;  he  certainly  did  not  excommunicate  him : 
Be.  Basil  nowhere  implies  that.  I  do  not  say  that  what  St. 
Basil  said  was  commondablo  or  esomplary.  His  fault  was 
that  which  St.  Gregory  notices,  that  of  too  great  afTectiun 
towards  Mcletius.  What  he  wotUd  have  dune  had  Borne 
refused  her  communion  to  Meletiiis,  we  aro  unable  tu  say  for 
certain,  but  we  can  make  a  fair  conjecture  from  what  followed. 
In  tlie  beginning  of  the  following  year  Dorotheus  went  to 
Rome  again  with  letters  from  St.  Bauil  and  the  Easterns, 
and,  although  a  clmc  under  MeletiiiA,  was  receivetl  as  a 
matter  of  course.'  It  was  in  reference  to  this  journey  and  the 
proposal  that  St.  Basil's  brother,  St,  Gregory  of  Nj-ssa, 
should  acoomj>any  Dorotheas  to  liomc,  that  St.  Basil  wrote 
ODO  of  his  most  petulant  letters.  It  was  a  private  letter  to 
Eusebias  of  Samosata.  He  speaks  '  of  disdainful  tempers ' 
and  'Western  superciliousness.'  If  the  allusion  is  to  St. 
Paiuaaus,  ho  was  certainly  uidulging  his  iuiftgiiiatiuu — he 
did  not  know  him  personally  —  and  there  is  nothing  in 
Damasus*  letters  to  justify  such  an  imputation,  nor  was  it 
the  impression  whicii  tho«e  who  knew  him  appear  to  have 
gained.  It  is  quite  possible'  that  he  does  not  hi  any  way 
allude  to  Damasus,  for  he  speaks  of  being  *  minded '  to  write  to 
their  *head'  informally  {avtv  rov  kolvov  (r;^>//wtToj),  nothing 
about  ecclesiastical  matters  except  to  hint  that  they  (i.e.  the 
Westerns,  not  *  their  bead,')  '  neither  know  the  truth  of  what 
is  going  on  amongst  us,  nor  go  the  right  way  to  learn  it." '  St. 
Basil  knew  that  there  were  some  who  di^ered  from  him,  like 
St.  Peter  of  Alexandria  and  probably  St.  Ambrose,  who  had  now 
been  consecrated  at  Milan,  and  he  seems  to  have  been  '  minde<l  * 

'  Bimilwly.  Istpr  on.  Aiwutu  of  Berwu  mviiia  tu  linve  bMn  %.<m\  from 
MtloliiM  (o  Bome,  xud  to  bkTO  bMO  at  aB/aud  with  Dnmasas.  ThUmiiat  hav« 
bMO  bdor*  881.  when  he  helped  to  coiiJiMU«t«  FIatUo,  uid  after  37S.  wlitn  ha 
mw  nada  buhop.    The  dale  ii  significant. 

*  Vincmu  (Dt  Jleb.  tt  CkrUt.  Sacr.  Mimankid)  thioka  it  cerlaiD  thai  ha 
iid  not,    01.  D*  Liberia  tl  Damtuo,  soeond  odlU 

*  Ep.  eeiiiii. 
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to  write  Btraii;ht  to  DamaHus  and  id\  bim  that '  these  and  sach 
as  thcso  were  mmtnrormed.'  He  wan  *  minded/  but  did  Dot  do 
it.  In  that  case  '  Western  superciliousness '  did  not  inclode 
DamaBus.  Bnt  considering  how  generally  *  the  Westerns  *  was ' 
ut  that  time  au  expression  nsed  for  'Rome  and  the  rest,*  aa 
*  Peter  und  the  reat '  in  Holy  Scripture,  I  am  incliuod  to  think 
that  he  did  simply,  though  unju&tiliably, attribute  St.  Damasua* 
action  to  superciliousness.  BarouiuR,  however,  has  a  beantifal 
remark  on  thin  flubjcct  to  the  efToct  that  although  a  salut  may 
1)0  caught  humanly  excited  and  disturbed  in  mind,  he  will  not 
be  detainod  in  such  a  frame.  Accordingly  our  saint  did  not 
actually  write  as  he  fell  tempted  to  do,  but  in  a  very  different 
tone.  He  asked  the  *  Westerns '  to  use  their  '  diligent 
accuracy,' '  to  '  denounce  publicly  to  all  the  Churches  in  tha 
East'  certain  persons  whom  he  names,  *  in  order  that  either 
correcting  thoir  ways  they  may  be  in  sincere  harmony  with 
ns,  or,  persisting  in  their  perversity,  they  may  keep  their 
harm  to  themselves,  being  no  longer  able  to  infect  thoAd  near 
them  through  unguarded  communion  with  ibem.'  If  tbia 
was  not  calling  upon  Rome  to  exorcise  jurisdiction  in  the  East, 
it  would  1)6  difficult  to  imagine  what  endenre  could  Ije 
produced  that  would  satisfy  those  who  see  in  tlie  history  of 
the«e  times  no  indication  of  lordship  over  the  universal 
Church.  And,  be  it  remembered,  the  lord»hip  in  this  caae  did 
not  simply  come  from  liome,  but  was  attributed  to  her.  She 
did  not  claim  it  here,  hut  was  asked  to  use  it. 

IX,  So  that  St.  Hasil  had  come  to  a  better  mind  concem- 
iug  '  Western  supcrciliousiiesH.'  and  the  same  is  true  of  hia 
persistent  accusation  of  carelessness  in  the  matter  of  MarceUus. 
The  truth  about  Marcellus  of  Ancyra  is  one  of  the  mottt 
difficult  points  in  the  history  of  tliis  century,  and  I  shall 
not  pretund  to  have  eolvcd  it.'  What  is  of  importance  to 
note  here  is  that,  whether  rightly  or  vTongly,  St.  Basil 
modified  his  judgment  as  to  the  treatment  of  Marcellits,  whoae 
case  he  considered  had  been  so  inadequately  dealt  with  at 

<  So  I  hav*  r«atnr«d  to  truulote  &«p(£fia,  whloh  oocun  again  li«t«,  anri  ■ 
nmiQMtiofiabl/  not  ironical  bol  Uudator;  (cl.  p.  S17.  ool»  4|. 

■  For  a  most  ciurfihil  tinmnuiry  of  tb«  oaM  for  and  agaioat  UkKAllli^  im 
BefflU's  Cotifunis,  vol.  il.  p.  S9  nfj.,  Rng-  ^* 
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Bocne.  At  tbis  time  and  for  some  while  he  had  considured 
that  Marcellus  had  rejected  'all  the  dogmas  of  our  hope;  ' 
hut  in  the  letter  to  Kuaebius,  in  which  ho  spcAlvS  of  \Vestei'u 
sQperciliousnofis,  be  refers  to  what  had  boen  yrcnnitaly  done  in 
the  case  of  >rftiTelhiB.'  One  only  hopes  lie  does  not  allude, 
flB  Merenda  thinks,  to  the  action  of  the  prcIiitcB  of  Hardioa, 
whose  judgment  in  the  matter  ought  to  havo  been  Ruffictent 
for  that  period,  hut,  anyhow,  he  ultimately  admitted  that 
there  was  another  side  to  the  matter.  And  as  for  his  sup- 
posing that  the  "Westerns,  by  whom  he  probably  meant  the 
1*01*  (though  this  is  not  certain,'  seoing  that  on  this  occasion 
he  mentions  him  separately),  could  be  guilty  of  ' fiupportirtg 
hereey,'  this  in  no  wise  shows,  as  Mr.  Puller  thinks,'  that 
•  St.  Basil  had  no  i*oncL'ptiou  of  the  BJHliop  of  Itomo  being  the 
divinely  appointed  monarch  of  the  Church.'  A  bishop  of  the 
present  day,  believing  fx  animo  in  the  teaching  of  the  Vatican 
decrees,  might  say  the  same  as  St.  Basil  did  to  the  Holy 
Father,  for  there  are  many  ways  (direct  utid  indirect)  of 
giving  support  to  herftsy.  In  this  ca.se  St.  Basil  considQred 
that  the  ^Vest^?rn8  had  done  it  through  ignorance  of  the  real 
state  of  things,  and  not  by  any  actual  decision,  but  by  not 
acting  in  a  more  decisive  way.  He  was  at  liberty  to  consider  it 
to  be  so,  and  yet  might  believe  in  the  I'ope  as  the  divinely 
appointed  monarch  of  the  Churcli.  We  can  say  this  because 
we  have  the  Chnrch's  teaching,  especially  that  of  the  Vatican 
decrees,  to  help  us  to  understand  that  the  Pope's  divinely 
appointed  position,  though  that  of  a  monarch,  is  not  that  of  a 
monarch  who  caimot  err.  There  are  matters  and  circum- 
stances in  which  the  Pope  tannr>t  err,  and  in  which  absolute 
submission,  under  pain  of  mortal  hIu,  is  due  from  every  child 
of  the  Church;  hut  there  are  also  circumstances  in  which, 
however  we  might  shrink  from  acting  upon  the  supposition, 
such  snbmission  is  not  a  matter  of  necessity.  It  is  necessary 
lo  say  tbns  much  because  many  of  the  arguments  contained 
in  Mr.  Puller's  book  derive  their  force  from  this  simple  truth 

'  *  Wfaftt  lh«7 '  (u«.  thfi  WeeUtrns)  "  diil  bcfori).'  *  Kp.  oolixi. 

'  Mr.  TuUer  Ukw  it  tnr  grftnt«d  IhBt  Daniftws  is  mcuit.     Itut  h«  does  not 

ia  hb  wbule  «cooaat  to  tak«  the  context  into  M>ns;d«ratioTi. 
*  TtM  amleoee  qaolcd  [ram  Boaauet  ia  uiaccnrKe/  iiMit 
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being  bopt  out  of  sight.  They  are  directed  agaiuBt  aomctbiog 
that  those  whom  he  is  pleased  to  call  Ultramontanes  do  not 
believe.^  In  this  instance  Marcellus  had  at  one  time  at  least 
Buoceecled  in  inducing  the  Westerns  in  general  to  consider  him 
oi-tbodox,  although  Bt.  Athanasius  seems  afterwards  to  have 
written  agEiinst  him  without  mentioning  his  name.  At  the 
time  when  he  was  received  hy  St.  Julius,  St.  Athanasius,  and 
the  rest  of  the  Wf«teniR,  it  is  not  certain  that  he  was  not 
orthodox  at  heart,  as  he  certainly  was  in  word ;  but  St.  Basil 
probably  knew  Murcellas  better  than  most  men  did,  and  he 
was  at  this  time  certain  that  at  least  in  heart  he  was  heterodox. 
The  Pope,  however,  had  only  to  do  with  his  words  and  those  i 
of  his  followers,  which  was  the  point  at  issue  at  this  present' 
momeut-  Marcellua  had  not  l>een  condemned  by  any  synod 
at  the  time  that  Basil  wrote  ;  his  case  had  not  been  formally 
brought  before  Rome. 

X.  St.  Basil,  however,  had  calmed  down  before  he  joined  in 
writing  to  the  Westerns,  and  having  appealed  to  their  careful* 
nesB  in  such  matters,  he  says  that  if  they  will  only  make  it  clear 
with  whom  they  hold  communion  (and,  according  to  Mr.  Puller, 
'  they '  must  mean  especially  Damasus),  they  will  1>e  listened 
to,  both  from  their  being  further  removed  from  the  scene  of 
trouble,  and  *  by  reason  of  the  grace  of  God  conferred  on  you 
for  the  oversight  of  those  in  trouble.'  It  is  difficult  to  see  how 
this  latter  sentence  can  imply  an^'thing  less  than  a  belief  that 
Rome  was  in  possession  of  a  chitrisma — that  is  to  say,  some* 
thing  beyond  a  mere  primacy  of  honour — in  dealing  with 
Eastern  prelates.  The  West,  of  itself,  could  have  no  special 
•  grace  *  in  this  matter.'  We  can  only  explain  the  sentiment 
of  St.  Basil  by  that  consciousness  of  a  rharisma  attaching  to 
the  Aposloliu  See  which  made  it  the  proper  caretaker  of  the 
troubled  EaMt  He  proceeds  to  Bay  that  if  the  multitude  oi 
them  agree,  as  tbey  did,  bo  much  the  better.  Their  deoreeA 
would  bo  beyond  question  even  by  these  refractory  Easterns. 

'  I  know  of  DothinK  better  otlculntetl  to  tiotp  •  tHUgeat  ioiinirer  nn  tha  sab- 
jeot  tliui  Mr.  WtUrid  Wonra  seooad  Tolome  of  the  Ufe  of  fain  (atbnr.  I  think 
U  right  to  mention  thxt  *ome  t^xprwitioiu  fr  this  book,  almost  idontioal  with 
llwM  iiMd  b;  thAt  oicellent  «rit«r.  wera  in  US.  before  1  bBd  rcftd  ihkt  Lit*. 

■  Wa  coali]  hsurtll;  apply  Kuob  vxprosrions  lo  the  Duke  of  Noriolk.  who  is 
Uic  ohoaen  type  of  I'Bpal  prunaoy  ta  Prim.  88,  de.  p.  299. 
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He  tlien  montioDs  first  the  case  of  Kustatbiue  of  Sebante.     He 
had,  St.  Basil  says,  been  deprived  uf  liiti  liHhoprlc,'  but  bad 
found  a  way  of  recovering  it.    He  went  to  Bome,  and  was 
restored  by  Liberias;  and  St.  Basil  says  they  neither  knowiii 
the  Easi  what  confe&sion  of  faith  he  had  put  before  the  Pope, 
nor  what  conditionti  Liberius  had  laid  down.     All  Ihey  know 
■  IB,  that  'be  brought  with  him  a  letter'  from  Rome,  '  rein* 
fstating   him,  and   upon   eliowing  it   he  was   restored  to  liit) 
poeition  at  the  synod  of  Tyana.'     No  words  can  add  to  the 
^fbrce  uf  this  last  sentence.     If  the  restoration  of  a  bishop  by 
St.  Danmans,  on  his  own  aathority,  is  not  an  act  of  juris- 
diction, what  IB?     And  the  bishope  at  Tyana  took  it  for 
^granted  that  a  Papal  letter  directing  his  restitution  was  to  be 
c^yed,  and  St.  Ba»il  baa  not  a  word  to  say  against  their 
attitude  in  the  matter.    At  the  same  time  St.  Basil  is  quite 
,  right  in  demanding,  aa  ho  went  on  to  demand,  that  they  should 
DOW  know  on  what  conditions  Euatatbius  wiis  restored,  not 
that  they  might  criticise  the  conditions,  but  that  they  might 
jtinow  if  he  had  fulfilled  them.    The  right  eettlcmont '  of  the 
latter  must  come   from  Tiome,  said  St,  Basil,  and  letters 
led  to  be  written  thence  '  to  the  Churches.*    He  regrets 
that  they  could  not  hold  council  with  the  Westerns  ;  but  in 
spite  of  that  be  accepts  their  authoritative  action  as  adequate. 
Chily  |he  aays)  Eustathius  has  changed,^  and  consequently  his 
restoration  does  not  appear  to  remain  valid. 

8t.  Basil  then  deals  somewhat  tenderly  with  the  case  of 
ApoUinarius,  and  passes  on  to  FauUnus.  He  haa  an  im- 
portant sentence  about  his  ordination.  He  says, '  If  there  is 
anything  to  blame  concerning  bis  ordination,  they  [i.«.  the 
■ft'estems]  would  eay.'  Now,  except  on  the  theory  of  Papal 
jurisdiction  over  the  East,  there  must  have  been  everything  to 
blame  in  Pauhmis'  ordination ;  but  Ht.  Basil  does  not  Beem> 

'  Ttz.  bj  Ihe  Connoil  of  Uelitmv.  '  t^v  tttpfmciK    Ep.  colxiil.  S. 

*  Mrro^^lt.     Ab  a  rale,  Ibe  supremacj  ol  IIib  HoIj  See  arm  the  But  wwi 
in  thcwv  times  exeiciMd  inunetUfttelj  onl^  ore.r  the  I'atrianibkl  Sws,  eo  to  eoll 

hih«m  bj  •nttcipMliun.  But  thin  cue  of  Etulftthlai  of  Sebute  is  one  of  iereral 
iniit*ju*«  in  wbich  the  authority  of  Borne  woe  exeroiaed  immedialelf  orer  «n 
Sutem  bi»bop  of  leuer  acooaiit,  and  it  wm  on  Bppual  from  ui  Eutero  iTnod, 
■ad  the  right  of  Bom*  tboa  to  Mt  wu  Bdmltted  both  b]r  the  bjhoA  end  b/  St. 
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to  consider  that  he  lias  any  right  to  object  to  it.  He  coa- 
sJdeiH  that  lies  with  the  Westerns,  i.e.  with  St.  Damasas.1 
*What  grievea  us,*  says  Basil,  'is  his  [Pauhnus']  sympathy 
with  the  dogmas  of  MaroelluH,  and  admitting  his  followers  in- 
dtBcrimiiiately  to  his  communion.'  '  '  We  ask  for  your  careful 
oversight  {eTrtfteKgtav)  of  these  thinp;,  which  will  be  efTectaal 
if  you  will  vouchsafe  to  write  to  all  the  Churches  in  the  East, 
to  the  effect  that  thofio  who  deprave  ....  arc,  if  they! 
amend,  in  communion  {tlvtu  Kocvtavous),  but  if  they  determine 
to  persbt  in  their  novuUics,  you  withdraw  from  them.'  Il  would 
be  difficult  to  put  into  plainer  language  the  teaching  that  if 
people  wish  to  be  in  communion  with  the  Church,  they  most 
be  in  communion  with  Borne. 

XI.  St.  Dainasiis  at  once,  on  receiving  these  letters  from 
Basil,  held  a  synod  (at  which  Peter  of  Alexandria  was  present) 
and  Apollinariufl  was  condemned.  Merenda  gives  most  cogent 
reasons  for  believing  that  this  was  not  later  than  a.d.  377.  St. 
Basil's  tone  towards  Apollinarius  at  once  changed.  Before 
this  synod  he  hail  said*  that  Apollinarius  was  'not  exactly  an 
enemy' — now  in  his  letter  to  Bishop  Kologius  and  two  other 
Efiyptiau  bishops  he  speaks  of  him  aa  outside  the  Church. 
The  Bomaii  synoil  had  made  the  difference. 

About  this  time  St.  Basil  seems  to  have  written  to  St. 
Peter  of  Alexandria  to  express  his  sorrow  that  the  latter  bad 
spoken  of  Meletius  and  Eusebius  of  fjamosata,  in  presence  of 
BamasuH,  as  though  they  wore  tinged  with  Arianism.  Pettr 
was  probably  alluding  to  the  document  which  the  two  had 
signed,  addressed  to  the  Emperor  Jovian,  which  led  St.  Jerome 
to  speak  of  St.  Mcletius  as  having  repudiated  the  llomoounon, 
and  which  probably  inflDenced  St.  Athanasius  in  his  cautious 
attitude  towards  St.  Mcletius.  St.  Damaans  appears  to  have 
adopted  the  Kume  cautious  attitude,  admitting  Dorotheas, 
Meletius'  agent,  to  full  communion  and  calling  him  '  brother/ 
batnot  entering  into  close  intercourse  wiUi  Meb'tius.  It  most 
be  remembered,  as  has  been  already  remarked,  that  there  was 
often  a  sejiaration  between  a  presbj-ter  and  his  bishop,  be- 

>  It  will  Im)  noticod  Ibai  Mr.  Poller's  Teraion  of  tbli  mallor  doM  qoI  U  all 
•qiun  with  what  St.  Badi  h«ro  nj9. 
•  Bjff.  ooiv. 
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tween  a  bishop  and  his  province,  and  again  between  a  province 
and  Borne,  very  iiar  short  of  depriving  them  of  the  sacraments, 
but  Btill  reckoned  as  a  serious  caltimity  in  those  times.  The 
separation  would  consist  sometiineH  in  the  wttbdrawiii  o£  letters 
of  communion,  or  of  mutual  access,  or  ofconciliar  interconrae, 
or  other  marks  of  that  close  asi^oi-'iatiuu  between  bishops  wbic-b 
[was  the  normal  state  of  things.'  So  Sozomen,  speaking  of 
the  separation  Iwtwcen  East  and  West  on  the  occasion  of 
Flavian's  ordination,  says  the  Westerns  sent  '  the  accustomed 
let^rs'  to  Paulinas,  bat  'to  Flavian  none/  It  did  not 
amount  to  constituting  either  side  schismatics,  although 
strong  terms  would  lie  oftfjn  used.  Tint  there  wan  a  chasia 
between  patting  a  bishop  outside  the  Church  and  interrupting 
the  closer  intercourse  which  was  the  ordinary  result  of  being 
in  communion  witli  one  another. 

Xn.  Still,  anyone  in  the  Eafit  who  wished  to  be  completely 
<m  the  right  side  would  be  anxious  to  know  who  was  in  close 
eccleaiaatical  intercourse  with  '  the  Westerns,'  by  which  was 
meant  the  Pope  and  the  bishops  in  communion  with  blm, 
and  no  one  aoless  alrea<)y  In  the  meshes  of  heresy  would  wish 
to  be  tlionght  out  of  communion  with  the  West  in  the  sense 
of  lacking  rcc(%nition  by  them  as  the  lawful  bishop  of  a  see. 
Accordingly,  we  know  from  St-  Jerome  that  at  Antioeh 
'aulinus,  V'italis,  and  Meletiua  all  claimed  to  posaesa  the  seal 
of  Rome's  recognition.'  Paaliaas  coald  say  that  he  was  on 
tenuBof  closest  intercourHc,  since,  amongst  othor  things,  Borne 
had  handed  over  Vitalis  to  be  dealt  with  by  him.  Vitalis, 
having  broken  away  from  the  faith,  on  returning  to  Antioeh, 
traded  on  the  letters  he  had  received  from  Damasus,  when 
le  bad  deceived  the  Pope  by  a  profession  of  faith  which  was 
orthodox  in  terms,  but  which  he  understood  in  an  heretical 
rsense.  Meletins  was  able  to  say  that  Rome,  although  not  in  clofiest 
finterconrse  with  liim,  hadneverrepudiatcdhis communion. 
There  is  no  fair  reason  for  distrusting  St.  Jerome's  state- 
it  here.  This  assertion  on  the  part  of  each  of  the  three, 
ited  by  their  adherents  {which  shows  the  general  value 
set  on  commanioa  with  Rome),  caused  him  perplexity,  and  he 
wrote  to  Danuisas  to  ask  him  with  which  of  the  three  he  was 


Ct  WenzuU,  Hb  anno  376,  and  Do  &me<lt,  Din.  %  p.  7i>. 
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to  com  muni  en  tu.  He  conceivccl  that  he  waa  uttering  tlie 
nEuat  Rontimontfl  of  a  Catholic  Cliristian,  as  indeed  he  vr&s, 
when  he  siiid  (in  a  previoua  letter)  of  the  '  chair  of  Peter,' 
'  Upon  thiit  rock  I  know  that  the  Church  is  huilt.'  In  this 
second  letter  lie  says,  '  I  meanwhile  exclaim  if  anyone  he 
joined  to  the  chair  of  Peter,  he  is  mine.  Meletios,  VitaUs,  and 
Paulinua  aay  that  they  adhere  to  yon ;  if  only  one  of  the 
nsHL'rt<;d  this,  I  eould  heh"eve  him.'  It  is  natural  to  siippoetf' 
from  this  that  all  three  chiimed  in  exproHa  terms  to  be  in 
communion  '  with  the  chair  of  Peter.'  Tho  expression  could 
not  be  an  idiosyncrasy  of  St.  Jerome's.  He  knew  well  the 
teaching  of  Borne ;  he  had  been  eleven  years  in  the  Christian 
Church.  All  parties  were  eiifier  to  ftouuro  his  adhtTt*nce,  as  h 
himself  says  ;  his  praise  was  already  In  all  the  Chiu-cbcs  ; 
was  more  than  the  5t  age  to  be  a  binhop.*  No  one  seems 
have  told  him  that  he  should  not  spcnkof  Damaflus  as  oecnpy- 
ing  the  chair  of  Peter  ;  all  they  did  was  to  claim  each  one  to 
be  in  communion  with  that  chair.  That  Damasus  himseUbad 
all  along  claimed  to  sit  hi  tho  chair  of  Peter,  in  more  than  one 
sense,  Is  certain.  The  inscription  which  he  wrote  about  ibe 
material  chair  of  the  Apostle,  preserred  at  Rome,  shoved  his 
teaching  concerning  the  chair  of  Peter  in  the  metaphorical 
sense.* 

St.  Jerome,  it  may  be  noticed,  in  bis  first  letter  speaks  ol 
the  use  of  the  t^rm  H}*postaHiB,  by  some  in  the  singular,  by 
others  in  the  plural,  in  regard  to  the  Holy  Trinity — a  contro- 
versy which  had  been  laid  to  rest  at  the  Council  of  Alex- 
andria, either  form  of  speech  being  allowed.  But  now,  when 
Damasus  had  shown  his  special  favonr  to  Paulinus.  the 
Eustathiaus,  as  the  party  of  Paulinua  was  called,  began  to 


■  Bt.  JftTome.  it  h&a  been  urgnH,  n  liltlo  Marv  had  spoken  of  hitiuaU 
'  ppno  puer.*     But  it  must  be  remombcKd  th«l  Ht.  Jerom*  «po]c8  o(  •  p«i 
M  ■  ftdo1««nii '  Dp  to  fortj,  mnd  lie  iru  ctder  than  St.  Atluiuuius  «*■  w 
in  the  worde  of  Canon  Vright. '  he  made  hiniiiell  fa-It  ax  ■  power  in  Um  Rnt 
OeDeral  Oouuoil,'  and  oldrr  thui  the  «uu<i  Mint  vhm  he  was  mad4  ArohUabop 
o(  Alrxandriii. 

<■  Mr.  Poller,  tpMking  of  th«  Pope>  pl«tdins  Ibelr  roMMrioo  Ironi  SI.  tVlar 
ma  «  roligioua  basis  (or  their  juHtdictioo,  mtv  : '  Wbclhtr  Dudjaui  did  so  ptr«4 
il  I  DBiinot  say '  (p.  159}.  Il«  maj-  rc«t  luisurad  that  Damaros  km  *  ffofltj '  ot 
plfbduig  hit  aaocflsiioo  to  Petar  throaghoat  his  reign. 
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draw  the  Meletiana,  in  the  absence  of  Meletius,  towards  them- 
selvea.  Couaeijueiitly  St.  Basil  thought  it  right  to  revive  the 
controversy,  and  to  insist  n\K>n  the  importance  of  the  diflfor- 
ence  between  the  two  expressions.  St.  Gregory  of  Nazianzus 
on  the  other  hand  (at  any  rat«  later  on)  deprecated  making 
this  (lifiercut  way  of  speaking  of  the  Godhead  a  *  dtvidlag ' 
question,  since  both  parties  tucant  the  same. 

It  is  clear  from  what  St.  Jerome  says  about  some  com- 
bining him  as  a  heretic  *with  the  Westerns  and  the  Egyp- 
tians'— j.f.  with  St.  Damaeua  anti  St.  I'eter— that  he  was 
allowed  by  the  former  to  use  the  Western  expression  of  one 
Hypostasis  in  the  Triune  God  (meaning  finbstance)  aaci  thai 
St.  DamastiB*  answer  led  him  to  communicate  with  Paulinus, 
by  whom  he  was  shortly  afterwards  ordained  priest. 

XIII.  And  now  a  new  chapter  in  the  affairs  of  Antioch 
begins.  The  law  of  Gratian  in  favour  of  tolorance  for  iJmost 
all  to  practise  their  own  religion  had  enabled  Meletius  to 
return  to  his  flock  at  Antioch.  He  seems  at  once  to  have  set 
to  work  to  bring  about  some  kind  of  peace  between  Paulinus 
and  himself.  All,  however,  that  tht^y  could  effect  was  to 
agree  that  when  either  of  them  died  the  survivor  should  suc- 
ceed lo  the  one  throne.  The  churches  remained  as  they 
were,  the  great  majority  in  the  hands  of  Ariana,  cmo  in  the 
poes^aion  of  Paulinus,  and  one  in  the  suburbs  in  the  handa 
of  Meletius.  The  flocks  of  the  two  bishops  held  communion 
with  one  another.  Thus  much  stems  to  follow  from  the 
scene  before  Sapor  later  on.  In  that  interview  the  question 
was,  not  as  to  whether  the  church  owned  by  either  Panlinus 
or  Bfeletiua  should  pass  into  the  hands  of  the  other,  but  who 
Bhould  have  the  use  of  the  churches  of  the  Arians,  who  by 
the  law  of  Theodosius  were  now  to  be  ejected.  But  we  may 
trust  Theodoret's  account'  so  far,  that  tlie  flocks  were  by 
that  time  already  in  Che  enjoyment  of  uitercommunion.  If  it 
is  to  be  trusted  any  further,  it  would  establish  that  Paulinus 
refaaed  to  go  further  than  the  compact,  which  was  certainly 


*  Thwodorct'M  nanktlre  is  ooloarad  bj  bis  fnrUeuiship  for  FtavUo.    It  is  not 
allogalber  relimble,  cerUtinly  not  as  to  PKOliiiaH  rcJMUiif;  nnji  orerturcs,  wbioli 
b  ooalrM7  to  tfa«  oridcDoc  of  Bt  Ortgoiy.    Dat  hit  vitnew  on  tlie  othftrpoinU 
disnkrMlfd. 
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not  mado  at  tliat  interview.  Meletius.  accorcUng  to  Tbeo-, 
dorct,  proposed  joint  actiou  diu-iug  their  lifetime,  but  tl 
Paulinua  thought  unadviuitble  or  impoasiblo.  The  reasonable 
supposition,  then,  is  that  the  compact,  which  we  know 
hare  been  made,  was  entered  upon  on  St.  Meletius'  retom^ 
from  exile,  and  hence  came  the  peace,  to  which  St.  Gregory 
alludes  as  having  l>een  eAtahliBhod  for  at  least  aome  little 
while,  and  the  disturbance  of  which  the  Council  of  Aquileia  .so 
strongly  denounced,  u^wn  the  ordination  of  Flavian.' 

ifcletitis  at  once  set  about  the  aaserably  of  a  council  of 
hifi  fiiendis,  one  main  objoct  of  which  seems  to  have  boon  to 
proclaim   their  adlicrence   to  the  orthodox  faitb,  that  the 
Church  might  be  seen  to  be  thoroughly  one  iu  the  doctrinea^ 
which  had  been  recently  doi>raved,  and  on  which  they  wei 
themselves  supposed  by  some  to  be  in  a  state  of  hesitation. 
This  great  council  (A.n.  U7D},  at  which  the  letters  of  DamuuS' 
were  read — those  from  the  first  Bouihu  synod  (dent  first  toi 
Illyrium  and  then  to  the  Easterns)  and  those  sent  throng 
Dorotheus  from  his  second  and  third  synods — accepted  whak^ 
was  afterwards  called  Ju  the  Fifth  Cauon  of  Constaittinopic 
the  'Tome  of  the  Westerns'— the  dogmatiL-  letter  drawn  up 
by  the  Roman  sjiiod  under  the  presidency  of  Damasns.  which 
proclaimed  the  *  one  Deity  and  one  substance '  of  the  Holy 
Trinity. 

Thus  the  entire  ^Veflt,  the  whole  of  Egyiit,  and  the  whole 
Eastern  Church  liad  embraced  the  deciaion  of  Damasus  and 
the  Roman  Cbun-h  concerning  the  Divinity  of  the  Holy  Ghost. 

Meletius  sent  this  important  document  to  Rome,  aigned 
first  by  himself  and  next  by  Ensebius  of  Bamosata,  and  it 
was  duly  registered  in  the  archives.  The  entry  in  the  '  Syno-] 
dicus  Libellus '  seems  an  accurate  summary  of  this  event- 
ful inauguration  of  the  long-deeired  peace.  '  Meletius,  in  hia 
throne  of  Antioch,  convened  a  diN-ine  and  sacred  synod, 
which  confirmed  the  divine  symbol,  and  anathematised  Har- 
celliiB.  Fhotinns,  and  Apollinarius,  and  be  sent  the  expoHition 
{of  faith)  to  Damasus  and  the  Western  bishops.* ' 

•  Cf.  p.  isa. 

'  Sirn.cftp.  Izxiv.    TillMiumt  labours  fawd  to  prove  that  ibt  oooipMt  b*> 
IWMOt  U«l«tiofl  and  r«ullnne  had  not  bMD  mada  at  thia  lima.    BloDdtl,  lb* 
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The  theory  that  this  all-importttnt  document  was  not  sent 
formally  and  officially  to  Rome,  but  found  ita  way  thithor 
accidentally  and  privately,  is  so  coulrnry  to  the  ways  of  that 
time,  BO  utterly  unreasonable  in  it&elf,  that  I  sliould  not 
mention  it  here,  were  ic  not  that  the  author  of  '  The  Primitiva 
8ainta  and  the  See  of  Borne  *  has  so  emphatically  adopted  it.' 
The  synod  of  Constantinople  in  382,  which  is  often  con- 
Ibnndcil  with  that  of  881,  in  its  letter  to  Damusus,  assumes 
that  he  bad  received  official  notice  of  the  adoption  at  Antioch 
o(  this  '  Tome  of  tho  Westerns.'  The  formal  acceptance  of 
Ifeletins*  8ul>scription  as  '  Bishop  of  Antioch '  would  not 
prove,  as  Mr.  Puller  thinks,  that  Rome  accepted  him  as  the 
only  biehop.  The  letter  of  the  Council  of  Aquileia  proves 
the  contrarj-.'  Neither,  if  we  are  to  trust  Theodoret's  ac- 
count of  the  interview  with  Sapor  at  Antioch,  did  Meletius 
himself  look  upon  himsplf  aR  tho  only  Bishop  of  .\ntiocb, 
although  he  did  consider  that  his  flock  had  been  entrusted  to 
him.  by  Almighty  God.  It  was  not  an  unknown  thing  for  two 
bishops  to  rule  in  one  city  under  anomalous  circumstances 
by  special  arrangement.  The  ?oi)e,  St.  Melchiades,  gave 
permission  to  some  of  the  Donatist  bishops  to  retain  their 
Mee  when  they  renounced  their  schism,  so  that  there  were 
temporarily,  and  by  Papal  dispensatioii,  two  bishops  in  one 


Protestant,  uid  Raranina  and  Vklesliw  agree  tliat  it  wsa.  Tillemont'R  args- 
mente  Ii&tc  been  met  »t\A,  as  it  SMins  to  me,  ftilly  anitwcrcil  b>  ^frrcnda,  who 
poiota  oat  (in  answer  to  TtUemoal'a  assertion,  thai  a  compact  so  pnblio  oocld 
Lnot  have  tcea  broken  by  Uie  Council  of  CooslantinoplD)  that  the  verj  point  of 
[Bl.  Oregory'A  complaint  «-aa  thnt  a  public  compaot  had  been  broken,  und  in 
[this  be  wa«  followed  bj  the  older  and  more  rcAcrcnd  tiishopi.  For  iho  dis 
[inMfal  conduct  o(  tho  bifchopa  at  that  i^riod,  which  led  lo  St.  Or«(;or}''a  resig- 
[■atian  of  the  aeo.  see  pp.  363-8.  The  ftompacl  was  diHrcgLirded  at  thv  ooimoil 
I  nther  than  by  the  council.  The  saints  were  opposed  to  its  brDoob.    Mr.  Pnller'a 

■  •rKament  about  St.  Meletioa  hiagvs  so  much  on  Tillemont's  indofentiiblc  line 
i<n  this  iKunt.  and  ou  a  misnnderstandint;  ot  the  interview  with  Sapor  {cf.  Prim. 

■  S3,  pp.  S4S  -7)  that  tt  may  bo  well  to  remind  some  readers  that,  ui  apite  ol  Ur. 
I PnUer's  attempt  to  rehabilitate  Tiilemont  whole  and  entire,  and  his  entitling 

liim  a  *  ItocDan  Catholic  diviu<!> '  more  than  once,  the  anthnrity  of  IHllemont  oa 
a  (liTinc  counts  for  nothing  with  as,  and  that  bis  history  has  baen  rabmitted 
In  '  eorrpctlona '  on,  no  to  vpeak,  a  tliousaiid  pointii.  He  was,  as  Mersoda  (who 
lucntlj  expoae*  his  mistakaa)  called  him,  'dootissimue  ot  pUssimoa,'  but 
iteithei  hii  learning  noi  his  piety  baTc  urod  him  Irom  strkiUB  errora. 
>  P.  2-12.  '  Mansi,  t  iii.  p.  691. 
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city.'  Dr.  Dollinger'e  Bummary  of  the  matter  is  perfectly 
accurate,  viz. :  '  The  two  Catholic  parties  at  Antioch  had  mntu- 
ally  agreed,  in  378,  that  the  sorvivor  of  the  two  rival  prelates 
should  be  acknowledged  by  all  as  sole  bishop.' ' 

Thus  far,  then,  the  Church  in  the  East  could  breathe 
again.  The  peace,  of  which  St.  Gregory  spoke  with  real 
eloquence,  was  eatabliehed.  It  only  remained  for  those  in 
Antioch  to  wait  until  one  of  the  two  bishops  was  taken  to  his 
reward  for  the  perfect  order  of  the  Church  to  be  restored.  It 
would  seem  that  in  the  same  year  the  Church  asked  of  the 
new  emperor  a  civil  confirmation  of  this  peaceable,  if  ab- 
normal, solution  of  the  Antiochene  trouble.' 

'  Until  a  freeh  see  was  foand. 
»  Lehrbuch  (1843).  vol.  i.  p.  91. 

*  MoQsi,  t.  iii.  p.  623.    '  Partiam  pactmn  popoaoimns  at .  .  .  pemuDerott ' 
(of.  infra,  p.  265,  and  the  note  on  p.  267). 


CHAPTER  XV. 

TBB    HOMAOB    OF    KTSOS  ;    OB   OBATIAN's    RESCRTFT. 

I.  During  the  reign  of  St.  Damasna  tbe  relation  of  the  civil 
power  to  the  Chweh  entered  upon  a  new  phase.  During  the 
first  tliree  centuries  the  Church  had  developed  hur  internal 
relations  in  doctrine  and  dUcipline  wholly  irrespective  of  the 
State;  but  80  eoon  as  Constantine  adopted  the  Christian 
religion  as  professedly  his  own  the  Church  had  to  adjust  her 
administrative  forwH  to  the  exigencies  of  her  new  |)08ition. 
She  had,  from  time  to  time,  to  decide  upon  what  was  eseen- 
tially  under  her  own  direction,  and  her  own  alone,  and  what 
could  fall  under  the  joint  action  of  Churcli  and  State.  But 
the  complete  adjustment  of  her  relations  to  the  civil  i>ower 
could  only  be  accomplished  when  the  occupant  of  the  imperial 
throne  was  (what  Constantine  was  not)  a  faithful  subject  of 
theChurch.  Until  then,  she  act«d  on  the  principle  enunciated 
by  St.  Gregory  the  Great,  of  obtaining  what  was  practicable 
and  accepting  the  unavoidable  with  the  best  grace  possible. 
Bat  from  the  first  she  laid  down  the  principle  that  the  typical 
relation  of  the  two  powers  was  not  that  of  Bepnration,  leaving 
each  to  its  own  sphere  of  action,  but  of  co-operation,  in  which 
tbe  civil  [K>wer  should  aid  the  spiritual  in  certain  extcriuil 
matters,  whilst  the  spiritnal  announces  the  laws  which  must 
govern  every  man's  exercise  of  whatever  power  ho  has  received 
firom  God.  The  Chnrch  and  the  State  have  each  of  them 
received  their  powers  from  the  One  God ;  those  powers,  there- 
fore, cannot  properly  come  into  conflict.  But  not  only  60 ; 
they  must  in  the  nature  of  things  bome^'utto  act  in  harmony 
and  co-operate  towards  the  one  end  of  man,  his  final  beati- 
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tude.  Moreover,  when  their  spheres  Eeem  to  conflict,  the 
Cliurch  is,  uecessurily,  tho  judge  of  the  liraita  which  each  is 
bound  to  obfiorve.  Bhe  has  the  custody  of  the  laws  which 
govern  man  in  the  attaiumeut  of  his  aupemataial  beatitude. 
aud  cocsequcutly  >vhcrover  she  may  decide  that  a  mode  of 
action  is  necessary  for  that  end,  any  oxcrcifto  oEciril  authority 
that  contravenes  or  hinders  such  action  is  not  the  UBe  of  a 
power  given  by  God,  but  a  tranBgresaion  of  the  limits  within 
which  the  civil  order  was  meant  to  act.  Tho  classical  meta- 
phor which  exprcs8C-8  the  relation  Iictwcen  the  civil  power  and 
the  Church  is  that  of  the  l>ody  and  the  soul.  Ilie  Church's 
action  stands  in  relation  to  the  civil  order  as  the  soul  to  the 
body.  It  was  at  this  very  time  that  this  metaphor,  which  ia, 
commonly  used  in  the  theologj-  of  the  Church  to  express  thia 
relationship,  was  firet  used  by  St.  Gregory  of  Nazianzus,. 
and  it  was  at  this  time  that  the  actual  relatiousliip  between 
Church  and  State  approacbud  more  nearly  than  at  any  pre- 
vious period  to  its  typical  expression. 

II.  Constantlne  used  the  power  which  the  gratitude  of 
Christiana  awarded  biui,  on  the  whole,  with  moderation,' 
but  on  coming  under  the  influence  of  Eusebius  he  began  to 
encroach  on  tlie  prerogatives  of  the  Church.  Constantius  alto* 
gether  exceeded  bis  powers  in  ecclesiastical  matters,  and  Valeos 
became  a  scourge  to  the  Catholic  Church.  Valentlniaii  I. 
had  espoused  the  oi'thodox  faith,  and  gave  the  celebrated 
reply  to  a  request  that  he  would  call  a  comicil,  saying  that  it 
waa  not  for  him  aa  a  layman  to  decide  upon  eeclesiaatic 
matters.  But  his  attitude  towai-ds  the  Church  waa  neverthe-l 
less  one  of  reseri'e ;  and  it  was  in  his  son,  Gratian^  that  tbe 
Church  greeted  her  first  thoroughly  filial  subject  amongat  the 
lino  of  Roman  emiKTors.  The  first  to  refuse  to  wear  the 
robe  of  the  Pontifex  Maximus,"  he  was  tho  first  to  throw  him- 
self into  the  arms  of  the  Church  and  aeek  from  her,  in  sub- 
mission to  her  laws,  the  power  which  he  believed  could  aloua^ 
make  up  for  his  desertion  of  the  ordinary  methods  of  obcain- 


'  Cf.  DflllingBr'a  Uitt.  of  tht  Church,  Period  II.  ch.  v.  g  1. 

*  Titkmont  anil  Fleorj  ibbk  thi<  iiDprobabI(<,  bui  of.  RrogUe,  L'Sgiiu  H 
t'Empirt  Somain  an  /I >fi<  SUcle  iSm«  puti*.  pp.  29i-SV9,  ISM)  for  %  jasMTj 
cstixnate  of  tha  incident. 
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ing  hia  eubjects'  support.     'It  was  not  the  emperor,  but  the 
empire  vliicb  ou  that  day,  by    bis  lip»,  proclaimed  iisaU 

III.  Graiian  was,  indeed,  over- persuaded  by  his  first  sur- 
roimdinge  to  a  horrible  deed  of  vengeance  ou  the  Count  Theo- 
dowus  :  but  he  presently  came  under  a  new  influence,  which 
detemiii.ed  hie  line  of  action  in  future,  and  may  be  said  to 
have  been  the  instrument  in  Dirine  Providence  for  sparing 
the  Church  from  the  expiring  elTortB  of  Arianism.  St.  Am- 
brose had  mounted  the  throne  of  Milan :  a  mau  siJtuially 
qnalifiL'd  to  deal  with  the  new  state  of  things,  from  his  ac- 
quaiutance,  during  his  secular  life»  with  the  principles  of  the 
civil  ordtr,  and  from  his  unswerving  devotion  to  the  orthodox 
faith  after  lus  consecration  to  the  episeo|jate.  Had  Milan 
been  the  see  of  Peter,  St.  Ambrose  would  have  been  the  cen- 
tra! figure  of  the  age  ;  but  not  even  an  Ambrosp  could  make 
Milan  the  centre  of  the  Church's  unity.  It  was,  however,  his 
to  direct  the  mind  and  action  of  the  young  emperor.  The  re- 
lationship lietween  them  was,  according  to  Gratian  himself, 
that  of  father  and  son  ;  and  the  extant  letter  of  Gratian  to 
St.  Ambroee  is  a  beautiful  example  of  filial  respect  in  the 
q)irilQal  order. 

rV.  Soon  after  Gratian '«  accession,  hie  uncle  Valens,  lying 
vounded  in  a  hut,  was  left  by  his  attendants  to  burn  to  death, 
and  Gratian  fluoceeded  to  the  entire  empire.  He  took  with 
him  a  copy  of  St.  Ambrose's  treatise  on  the  true  faith,  as  he 
repaired  to  Sirmium  to  enter  upon  his  new  honours  ;  and  at 
once  proclaimed  liberty  of  worship  for  all  sects  except  those 
vhich  were  disturbers  of  the  puMic  peace,  such  as  the  Alani- 
cfaeans,  or  were  coming  into  prominence,  such  oe  the  Photi- 
nians  and  Kunomians.  And  in  this  he  appears  to  have  after- 
wards thought  himself  remiss,  as  though  it  became  a  Cbrisitian 
emperor  to  forbid  any  heretics  to  worship  according  to  their 
ill-adviBed  conscience.  It  must  be  carefully  bonio  in  mind,  in 
this  connection,  that  heresy  had  invariably  itself  nsod  the 
civil  power  when  possible,  and  with  an  amount  and  kind  of 
persecution  to  which  neither  Graiian  nor  Theodosius  ever 
stooped,  and  ttiat  for  most  of  the  heretics  of  that  time  the 
only  persuasive   force  was  that  of  legal  compulsion ;    but 
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8omo  time  in  the  early  part  of  his  reign  '  Gratian  appears  to, 
have  adopted  the  meiiaurc  which  was  of  all  others  ihi-  beat 
cftlrulat^d  io  hring  al>ont  the  destruction  of  Arianiftm  in  the 
West.     He  decided  npon   making   the  exercise   of   spiritcuJ 
jurisdiction  in  ihu  West  eosior  and  more  decisive  by  ordering 
that  all  bishops  within  the  Western  Patriarnhatc  who  re)>eUed 
against  being  tried  by  their  brethren  should  be  compelled,  if 
cited,  to  appear  at  Home  ;   and  it  should  be  the  daty  of  the 
Prefect  of  Italy  to  expedite  their  appearance  there.    In  the 
ease  of  *  the  ninre  distftnt  parts  '  (such  as  Africa)  the  duty  of| 
trying  the  bishop  lay  with  the  metropolitan.     We  cannot  say 
for  certain  that  the  earlier  rescript  contained  more  than  this. 
It  is  not  open  to  us  to  argue,  for  instance,  with  any  ccrtaintyj 
that  the  exact  provision  of  the*  latfir  r^B^ript  about  the  nietro" 
politaas  v/a^  contained  in  the  earlier.    Our  only   data  for 
decidiug  the  cutitents  of  the  earlier  rescript  (which  is  not  ex- 
tant) are  the;  intitiiiieeB  of  its  violation  given  by  tlie  synod  of 
87fl.    These,  it  may  l>e  noticed,  include  Tarma,  which  shows 
llial  the  whole  of  Italy  came  under  its  purview,  and  alaQj 
Africa.     For  both  a  hishop  of  Farma  and  a  bishop  in  AfritAJ 
are  mentioned  as  haWng  rebetlod  against  the  proviiuons  of  the 
earlier  rescript.     But  the  complaint  against  the  African  biehop 
appeal's  to  suppose  a  provision  of  the  same  kind  as  is  con- 
tained for  the  regulation  of  matters  *in  more  distant  parta' 
in  the  later  rescript.* 

Thus  Gratian  made  the  execution  of  epiBcopal  jodgmeata 
easier  Lbau  it  bad  hitherto  been.  Ue  did  not  create  a  patri- 
archate, but  found  one  in  existence.  The  jurisdiction  of 
Itome,  In  its  actual  exercise,  dilTortd  in  the  East  and  in  the 
West.  In  the  East  it  waa  for  the  most  part  exercised  only 
directly  over  the  patriarchs  ;  in  the  W\'8t  it  was  exerted  over: 
individual  bishops  more  directly.  The  Po]>e  stood  to  the  West 
in  a  double  relation,  that  of  ruler  of  the  universal  Church,  and 
that  of  patriarch.    And  Gratian   supplied  facilities  for 

*  I'ossifalr  iiuito  At  th«  begioniag-cert&iQl;  so  if  this  tsmoua  fwicrijit  it* 
dated  S78— for  Florentina  had  been  haniiihAd  six  yt*x*  prrvioanly.  Id  •ooord- 
uioe,  it  woald  uem,  irilli  th«  earlier  law.     After  eix  ye&ri  'icpnl  io  oivilnMai* 
(of.  th*  Ulter  of  tke  Itoituto  CotuoU  to  Otutian). 

'  Consoqueati; all  thatMi.PuUcruj's(J*rini.fi£.p.lS7)aboatQrattanhaTiag 
enlarged  th«  aphcre  o(  his  Hkrlivr  rwoript  in  tho  lAl«r  on«  falU  to  th*  ^mni^. 
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excreiso  of  the  patmrclial  jurisdiction  iii  the  West,  which  were 
in  [wrfect  conformity  with  the  Bubordiuatu  tharacter  of  the 
Stato  m  ecck-friaittica]  matters.  His  great  object,  nccordiDg  to 
the  synod  of  378  and  his  own  rescript,  was  to  keep  the  trials 
of  bishops  to  the  episcoiJatc.  And  in  doing  this  he  simply 
supplied  legal  facilities  for  execaCing  the  judgineuts  of  the 
epificoi>ate,  which  were  arranged  in  accordance  with  rules 
already  established  by  its  own  action,  as,  for  instance,  at 
Sardica  or  Nice. 

Gratian's  action  was,  we  cannot  doubt,  iuBpire{l  by  St. 
Ambrose.  The  Bishop  of  Milan  was  himself  interested  in  the 
new  aid  given  to  the  administration  of  the  Chnreh.  Hifi  own 
chnrch  rame  under  the  sway  of  the  rescript,  and,  indeed, 
protited  by  it.  Tlic  result  was  that  after  a  few  years  the 
West  was  able,  in  the  words  (probably)  of  St.  Ambrose,  to 
report  that  ihcrn  were  nr>t  morf*  tlian  two  Arian  bishops  left.' 

V.  Now,  this  civil  aid  granted  to  the  judgments  of  the 
Holy  See  was  considered  by  Newton,  when  he  dipped  into 
theology  (siitor  nUnt  crcpulam),  to  be  the  t*tar ting- point  of 
Papal  jurisdiction.  Merenda  thinks  it  worth  while  to  notice 
Newton's  theory,  but  does  not  think  it  worth  while  doing 
more  than  notico  it.  Mr.  Puller,  however,  has  made  it  part 
of  the  iMU-kbone  of  his  argument  against  the  divine  origin  of 
the  Jorisdiction  of  the  Holy  S«e,  'Was  I  not  right  in  saying 
th&t  the  pontificate  of  Bamasas  forms  a  new  point  of  de- 
parture in  regard  to  all  imtUcrs  connected  tvith  the  tfroirlh  of 
i'ajMil  juriatUction  f ' '  He  compares  the  effect  of  Gratiau's 
rescript  in  37ft  with  the  mode  of  proceehae  sanctioned  by  the 
Coancil  of  Sardica,  and  considers  that  it  was  an  enlargement 
npou  the  latter  without  any  canonical  basis.  He  thinks  that 
•  by  one  stroke  of  his  pen  the  Emperor  Giatian  created,  so 
far  as  the  ci\'il  power  could  create,  a  patriarclial  jurisdiction 
over  the  whole  Western  empire,  and  vested  it  in  the  Bishop 
of  Kome.'*' nnd  that  thia  was  the  only  source  of  iho  Pope's 
patriarchal  jurisdiction  over  Gaul,  Britain,  Spain,  and  Africa. 

'  During  the  wiolen  ot  37S-S81  GiaUan  waa  ai  Milan  in  olosett  inter. 
«oana  wiib  Bl.  Amfarewp,  his  Bpiiilnal  galde.  Tfa«  rcKript  of  Oratiao  muil,  as 
liaa  been  Kbown,  b«  Msifncd  lo  3^0. 

'  Pnmttitt  SainU,  tte.  p.  IStf.  •  P.  157. 
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Again  and  again  he  insists  upon  the  paradox  that  the 
only  patriarchal  jurisdiction  possessed  by  the  Pope  over  the 
Weet  came  to  him  from  the  State,  i.e.  from  this  rescript — 
'  U8  State-made  Patriarch  of  the  West  lie  had  a  jurisdiction 
derived  from  the  eniporor* ' — 'it  was  in  the  time  of  Oamasua 
that  the  State  made  the  Pope  Patriarch  of  the  West."  * 

Now  (i.),  if  this  was  the  case,  where  was  the  piot«Bi  ogi 
8uch  a  violation  of  canon  law  ?  Wlint  Imd  become  of  all  thatl 
enormous  tenacity  of  the  saints  to  the  spiritual  and  inde- 
pendent character  of  the  kingdom  of  God  ?  For  saints  tbei« 
vere  most  certainly ;  indeed,  it  is  impossible  to  suppose  that 
Bt.  Ambrose  himbelf  was  not  a  party  to  this  legislation ; 
whilst  the  blBliops  of  the  Itoman  synod  call  the  earlier  rescript 
of  Oration  that  '  sentence  unqnestionably  most  excellent  and 
worthy  of  rehgious  princes.* '  b  it  to  be  supposed  that  the 
bishops  of  that  synod,  who  were  themselves  concerned,  would 
thus  go  out  of  their  way  to  dignify  with  the  title  of  '  escoUcnt  "' 
a  detestable  act  of  Erastianism  which  deprived  them  of  their 
own  liberty  V  For  the  synodical  letter  speaks  of  the  Bishop 
Parma  us  one  who  had  evaded  the  earlier  rescript ;  and  Ps 
wan  outside  what  Mr.  Puller  coneidei's  the  area  of  the  snbnrbi- 
cnrUn  churches,  in  which  alone  hu  thinks  the  Bishop  of  Rome 
had  a  'full  and  commanding  metropolitan  jxirisdictioa*  (p. 
162).  This  bishop  had  been  properly  deposed  at  Bome  by 
the  spiritual  power  (Mejectua  judicio  nostro'),and  ought  there- 
fore (they  say)  to  have  come  under  the  ruUng  of  the  rescript, 
to  which  they  allude.  In  other  words,  their  spuHtual  6entec( 
ought  to  have  had  its  civil  effoct.  He  ou*jht  no  longer  to  hold' 
his  chnrch,  as  they  say  he  does,  and  the  Dishop  of  PozzuuU, 
although  deposed,  had  crept  bock  into  the  city  ;  whereas  tiiere 
again  the  spiritual  sentence  ought  to  have  had  its  civil  effect. 
The  imperial  official,  the  prefect,  ought  to  have  carried  it  out. 
Bach  instances  sliow  that  accordmg  to  that  synod  all  that 
Oratiaii's  rescript  was  meant  to  effect  was  the  civil  enforce- 
ment of  spiritual  judgments  over  an  area  ui  which  tltose  judg- 
meute  '  ran '  by  eccleBJastical  custom. 

But  (ii.)»  further,  Mr.  Puller  relies  on  &  passage  in  the 
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cn,-nodical  letter  which  be  misiiil-erprets.  He  thinks  that 
•  during  the  pontificate  of  Damasus  the  Emperor  Oratian 
conferred  on  the  Pope  a  very  large  meaHure  of  jarisdiction 
over  the  bishops  of  the  whole  Western  Empire,'  and  that  'this 
jurisdiction  received  from  the  emperor  had  no  canonical 
basis/  and  this  theory  he  bases  on  a  comparison  of  the 
rescript  of  the  emperor  with  the  letter  of  the  Roman  ftyiiod. 
The  emporor,  he  aays,  was  asked  by  the  Roman  synod  '  that 
eontamacions  bishops  shonM  be  comi)eUcd  by  the  prefect  of 
the  prjetorium  of  Italy,  or  else  by  the  Wcarius  of  the  city  of 
Bomu,  to  come  to  Itome  to  be  tried.  Thii  mctitton  of  the 
*j0iciai*  icho  were  to  coerce  tJie  refrttetory  yrrelate^  limita  the  scope 
uf  the  <tf>}tiicntion  of  the  enactmenf  for  ahich  the  Bf/nixl  petitioned 
to  Itaiy  and  JUifricum.  The  emperor  in  his  rescript  brings  in 
the  prefect  of  the  proetorium  of  Gaul  and  the  proconsuls  of 
Africa  and  Spain,  and  thus  citends  the  $if8trm  <if  appeals 
which  he  is  establishing  to  the  whole  of  the  Western  Empire, 
to  Gaol,  Britain.  Spain  and  Africa.' ' 

Now  a  careful  attention  to  the  words  of  the  Roman  synod's 
letter  will  show  that  it  is  not  the  ease  that  the  mention  of  the 
officials  limits  the  scope  of  the  synod's  petition  to  Italy  and 
lUyricom. 

The  letter  is  addressed  to  Gratian  and  Valcntinian  alone, 
as  being  so  entirely  concerned  ^rith  Western  affairs.'  It  begins 
Trith  saving  that  it  redounds  to  their  honour  and  piety  that 
when  the  bishops  'almost  innumerable  from  the  various  {dif- 
fit»i»)  ports  of  Italy  had  gathered  together  to  the  sublime 
sanctuary  of  the  Apostolic  See,'  and  were  conBidering  what 
should  be  asked  of  the  emperors  on  behalf  of  tlie  state  of  the 
Churches,  Uiey  could  find  nothing  butter  to  ask  than  what  the 
imperial  care  and  foresight  had  [iilrewly]  spontaneously  con- 
ferred upon  them.' 

They  then  say  that  the  emperors,  full  of  the  Divine  Spirit 

*  p.  156.     The  italies  ar«  mice. 
'  U  »«  mutiUe  to  anpiMse  that  tli*  omisHCQ  of  TliDodosius'  name  showB 

that  thia  letter  waa  written  before  bis  oeoesaion  tn  the  throne.  There  an 
MTtral  in>t*neea  in  the  Theodoslan  Cott«  in  which  the  name  of  thia  or  that 
Unng  emperor  \s  omitted.  And  here  thef«  is  a  rcaEon  for  the  omiHioo,  al- 
Hioagh  it  wonld  not  hare  been  strftoge  if  il  had  been  added. 

*  Ur.  Fuller  oraitt  thew  worda. 
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and  liaving  the  patronaRC  of  the  Apostles  [Peter  and  Paul]  in 
their  high  estate,  deciJt'd — for  tlm  restonition  of  the  body  of 
the  Chureli,  which  the  fury  of  Urainus,  in  his  endeavour  to 
enatch  adif^nity  which  was  not  hia  dne  [i.e.  the  chair  of  Pfler] 
had  divided  in  twain — that,  the  author  of  the  mischief  having 
been  condemned  and  the  vent  whom  be  bad  associated  with 
himself  having  been  sejtarated  from  him,  *  the  Bialiop  of  Itonie 
ahould  have  the  trial  of  the  rest  of  the  bishops  of  the  Churches, 
80  that  the  Pontiff  of  religion  should  judge  concerning  reUgion 
together  with  his  partners  and  [thus]  no  injury  would  be  done 
to  the  episcopate,  if  a  bishop  were  not  easily  subjected  to  the 
decision  of  a  secular  judge,  as  might  often  happen  [before].' 

After  enlarging  on  the  superiority  of  the  episcopal  judg- 
ments, they  nay  that  tbey  would  end  here  wore  it  not  that 
UrRimiR  and  his  followers  arc  evading  tlie  imperial  sentence 
and  wrongly  remaining  in  their  Churches,  and  conspiring  in 
a  rash  and  profane  contempt,  so  as  not  to  '  acquiesce  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome.'  They  were  managing 
bribes  and  threats  of  death  [to  the  civil  officials]  to  hold  thet 
bishnprics.  '  Therefore  we  ask  not  for  a  new  imperial  decreo^j 
but  the  confirmation  of  the  old.'  They  then  instance  the 
of  the  Bishop  of  Parma,  who,  although  deposed  by  an  episci 
sentence,  '  shanielrssly  holds  his  Ohurch.'  And  they  roeutioa? 
also  Florentius  of  Pozzuoli,  likewise  condemned,  who  '  would 
have  deserved  a  similar  rescript.'  They  then  mention  tho^j 
case  of  an  Africau  bishop  who  had  evaded  the  rescript,  refi 
to  have  his  cause  tried  before  bishops  ('apud  opiscopos'l. 
And  further,  the  African  Donatists  weru  creating  diitturbanco 
through  one  Claudiauus,  destined  for  bishop  iu  the  city  of 
Borne.  In  spite  of  the  imperial  rescript,  ho  too  remains  in 
Borne.  Tbey  then  say  that  the  Jew  laaac  went  so  far  (alliui- 
ing,  it  would  seem,  to  what  took  place  some  years  before,  tui  an 
example)  as  to  '  attack  the  head  of  our  holy  brother  Damasua 
with  this  deceitful  aim,  viz.  that  whilst  ho  is  on  trial,  who  had 
been  constituted  judge  over  all,  there  might  be  no  one  to  pass 
judgment  on  the  lapsed,  or  at  any  rate  ou  those  who  had 
seized  on  the  episcopate.'  But  Damasus*  iiinocenre  lias  been 
proved,  so  there  is  a^i  end  of  that  matter.  '  Now,  therefore,  wo 
ask  that  your  goodness  would  deign  to  order  that  whoew 
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Bhall  have  been  oondenmed  and  ehall  have  determined  iin- 
'jostJy  to  retain  his  Church,  or  when  summoned  by  an  episcopal 
jadgment  shall  have  decided  not  to  present  himself,  may  be 
eumraoned  to  Itnme  by  the  illustrioiui  prefectBofthopreetorium 
of  your  itaJy,  or  by  tho  vicar.' 

Thus  far,  it  is  true,  the  petition  of  the  synod  Bcoms  to 
limit  thu  contemplated  action  of  the  rescript  to  Italy  and 
lllyricum.  But  the  petition  does  not  end  here.  For  the 
ejnod  proceeds  to  say :  <  Or  if  a  question  of  this  kind  shall 
•  liaTO  arisen  in  the  more  diglnnt  parfs*  (clearly  such  at)  are  not 
feontained  within  the  above  Umite),  '  the  trial  may  be  held  be- 
fore the  metropolitan  for  local  decision  {per  locorum  judida)^ 
or  if  it  Ib  the  metropolitan  himself,  he  Hhuidd  be  ordered  to 
repair,  of  neceasity,  without  further  procees,  to  Rome,  or  to 
jndgee  appointed  by  the  Bishop  of  Borne.  And  if  the  metro- 
politan or  any  other  bishop  shall  be  suspected,  it  should  be 
allowed  him  to  ap|>eal  either  to  Rome,  or  at  any  rate  a 
council  of  neighbomTUg  bishops.'  It  is  clear  that  tlioy  are 
acting  on  the  provisions  of  the  Sardican  (or  Nicene}  canons. 
Now,  who  was  to  deal  in  a  civil  capacity  with  these  bishops 
in  *  more  distant  parts '  ?  They  were  obviously  beyond  the 
reach  of  the  prefect  of  the  Prietorium  of  Italy  or  the  Vicar  of 
Rome.  The  synod  did  not  enter  into  that  question,  possibly 
because  it  was  obvious  who  were  the  officials  that  would 
manage  the  matter  in  these  di»tant  parts,  or  still  more  pro- 
bably because  it  was  not  their  business  to  say.  The  emperor 
in  his  rescript  docs,  naturally,  mention  the  officials  who  would 
enforce  the  episcopal  sentence  or  the  transference  of  venue 
in  these  more  distant  pai'ts,  and  thu&  hi>.  cnvert  the  gwund 
occupied  6^  the  petition  of  tfte  »tfniKi,  Otherwise  the  rescript 
Lwould  have   fallen   short  of  the   synodical    request.      They 

ition  the  officials  who  would  necessarily  suiierintend  the 
MMs  which  they  specify  as  actually  pressing ;  it  was  un- 
necessary or  beyond  their  competency  to  mention  the  others, 
but  their  request  goes  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  these  officials 
into  '  more  distant  parts.'  It  is  therefore  not  the  case  that 
Gratian  was  '  extending  the  system  of  appeals,'  as  Mr.  Puller 
puts  it;  he  was  merely  facilitating  the  mode  of  procedure 
which  bad  already  commended  itself  to  the  Church.     '  The 
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more  di»ttuit  parts'  aro  but  covered  by  bis  rescript,  as  ihey 
had  pleatlod  in  tlif^ir  letter. 

Nor  is  it  correct  to  say  or  sufij^eRt  that  there  is  nothing  in 
the  curre.spondcncG  to  show  that  the  bishops  were  resting 
their  case  on  higher  and  Btrictly  Papa]  grounde.  The  open- 
inR  of  the  synod's  letter,  which  speakfl  of  the  bishops  haringf 
gathered  to^jcther  from  varions  parts  of  Italy '  '  to  the  Bablimfl 
sanctuary  of  the  Apostolic  Sec/  is  sugfieHtivo ;  and  they  8| 
of  Damasas,  compared  with  other  bishops,  aa  being  *  eqaal 
in  offtcf,^  bnt  he  excels  in  the  prerogative  of  the  Apostolio 
See.' 

And  if  we  go  outside  the  actual  Iet1.er,  aa  we  have  a  right  j 
to  do  in  search  of  the  context,  we  know  that  St.  Ambrose* 
probably  the  virtual  author  of  the  rescript,'  considered  that 
DamasuB  sat  in  thp  chair  of  Peter,*  and  he  held  Peter  to  be 
the  rock  in  Matt,  xvi.,''  and  taagbt  that  from  the  Church  of 
Rome  *  Ihe  rights  of  venerable  oommnnion  flow  to  all.' ' 

Mr.  Puller  says,  '  It  Homctimcs  seems  to  me  that  ecolB> 
siastical  historians  have  hardly  done  justice  to  the  immena« 
importance  of  this  net  of  imperial  legislation.'  But  two  or 
three  words  slipped  into  an  imperial  rescript  were  at  the  best 
a  slender  basis  whereon  to  rest  so  enormous  a  superstructore 
as  the  patriarchal  jurisdietion  of  Rome  over  the  West.  AotI 
at  least  it  shonld  be  abeolntety  certain  that  even  this  I»uj8  is 
eomid ;  whereas  it  seems  quite  certain  that  it  is  itself  withont 
foundation,  for  the  words  in  Gratian's  rescript,  apjkealed  to 
by  Mr.  Puller,  cover  no  more  ground  than  did  the  actual 
petition  of  the  Homan  aynod. 

■  'Bx  dlfrnsii  Ilftlin  pftrtEbuH.'  Ur.  Puller  (p.  166,  note  1|  lut  no  right  to 
Umit  thia  to  the  fuburUcariiui  ohuiohes.  I  do  not  Iciiow  why  h«  pou  Mtorufci 
In  plaee  of  tbe  wordH  '  Kabliiuu  Moctti&rf  of  tlw  Apoelolin  Son.' 

*  f.ii.  wh&t  we  (hould  call  ordar,  aa  diBiingnisbed  from  jariidictton,  bU 
'  pnrof jitiT» '  vwbrKclng  the  laXUu. 

*  U  WHS  wriit«n  during  the  period  wh«Q  the  emperor  spent  the  winter  with 
St.  Ambroso  ftt  Milko. 

*  ■  Peter  the  Aposlls,  irlio  wfti  BUhop  of  Ihe  Roman  Church '  (0«  JSoa 
lib.  i.  $  S). 

■  Cf.  btB  bfmo  Ipia  Pttra  cantitt*.  *  Uwid,  U  iii.  p.  031, 


CHAPTER  XVI. 

TBB   OOUMOIL  OF  CONSIANTIMOPLB    (a.D.   381). 

§  I. — Tkeo(l(mu»  and  the  Imperial  City. 

1.  In  January  37fl  Gratlan  decided  upon  a  step  which  both 
reflwtiid  the  greatest  credit  upon  himself  ami  was  fraught 
with  far-reacliing  conBequencea  to  the  fortunes  of  the  Church. 
gAfter  the  death  of  hie  father  by  Gratian's  order,  Theodoaius  the 
)n  had  retired  into  private  life.  Gratian  drew  him  forth 
by  the  magnaniraoua  offer  of  half  his  empire,  which,  ns  De 
BroRhe  bbjs,'  Theodoeius  first  refused  with  modesty  luid  then 
accepted  with  simplicity.  History  presents  few  more  touch- 
ing pictures  than  that  of  these  two  young  men,  of  rare  virtue, 
the  one  forgiven,  and  the  other  forgiving,  entering  upon  the 
government  of  the  empire  with  devout  attachment  to  the 
Christian  faith.  For  during  his  winter's  stay  at  Thessalonica 
Theodosius,  who  was  by  parentage,  so  to  speak,  an  orthodox 
Christian.'  but  not  yet  actually  enrolled  in  the  Christian 
army,  fell  ill  of  fever,  and  in  fear  of  death  called  upon  Bt. 
AschoiiuB,  Bishop  of  Thessalonica,  to  baptise  him,  having 
pronously  ascertained  that  the  bishop  bad  never  given  in  to 
the  Arian  heresy.  He  arose  &om  bis  sick  bed  to  exercise  the 
virtue  of  divine  faith  which  he  had  received  through  the 
WAters  of  regeneration.  As  lie  surveyed  his  imi>erial  charge 
a  huge  scene  of  religious  conflict  presented  itself  to  his  sight 
For  nearly  half  a  century  Constantinople  had  been  under  the 
influence  of  heretical  bishops,  and  the  scene  of  tlie  most  dis- 

>  Cf.  lbs  wbol*  teootmt  in  Broelie,  h'Eglise  «t  VEmpire  Remain  au  TVpu 
SUtU,  dm*  ptfti€.  p.  937  uq.     18Cf^ 

*  >  Ir*rf*p  fiir  iit  wpayiimr  X/imttmu^i  Awifx-*',  mi  Tp  ▼»«  iftOMvivv  rlgra  vptv- 
K*'fttr»i  (Soe.  T.  8). 
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gracefal  turmoila.  Each  heresy,  aa  it  enierf;ed.  fonnd  its  home 
there,  and  the  CHtboltc  faith  had  wellnigh  disappeared 
when  Gregory  left  Nazianzus  to  do  his  I>eBt  to  revive  it  in 
this  New  Rome,  as  thoy  deh'ghled  to  call  it. 

II.  ThoodoaiuB  determined  at  once  U>  strike  a  blow  (or  tha^ 
true   fail'h.     Hut   how  wan   he   to   Jotine   that   faith '?    The 
Niceno  Creed  was  the  very  subject  of  contention,  and  eftohj 
formnla  that  was  promulgated  by  way  of  explanation  hi 
beeu  twisted  into  a  new  hcrnHy.     He  decided  to  begin  bj 
insisting  on  the  observance  nf  the  rule  of  faith  itself.     Ha>] 
would  not — aa  a  devout  lawman  he  could  not — iaane  any^i 
dogmatic   definition,   but  he  could  insist    on  the   norm   of 
reUgiouB  truth  being  observed,  such  a  rule  aa  no  Christian 
conld  dispute,  and  as  no  Christian  did  dispute  qua  the  rule- 
In  regard  to  the  heresy  that  was  creating  fresh  confusion  ali 
Constantinople,  Damasus  and  the  Roman  synod  had  issaedj 
a  clear  decision,  and  it  was  accepted  at  Alexandria  by  the 
successor  of  Ht.  Athanasius.     \\'l]at  could  be  better  calculated 
to  reduce  to  unity  the  scattered  forces  of  religion  than  to 
recall  the  Easterns  to  the  true  centre  of  teaching?     He 
therefore  ordered  that  the  relifjun?  tldivered  to  the  Church  of 
Itome  by  the   Apoafle   Peter,  as  ex(>ounded   by   the   Pontiff 
Damasus  and  by  the  present  Bishop  of  Alexandria,  should  be 
preached  by  all  Catholics,     '  We  will  that  all  people  who  are 
governed  by  our  clemency  should  practise  the  same  religion 
as  the  divine  AjKistle  Pet«r  delivered  to  the  Romans,  aa  the 
religion  proclaimed  by  him  up  to  this  time  declares  it:  andi 
which  it  18  clear  the  Pontiff  Damasus  follows,  and  Petar.  iht\ 
Bishop  of  Alexandria,  a  man  of  apostolic  sanctity — that  ia,' 
&o.    Those  who  follow  this  law  we  order  to  take  the  name  of 
Catholic  Christians.' ' 

Now,  nowhcro  do  we  discover  a  single  note  of  surprise  at 
the  Ea«t  being  thus  called  u|ion  to  practise  '  t)ie  religion  of 
the  Romans.'  In  fact  the  evidence  afforded  by  the  incidental 
notice  of  the  Apostle  Peter  is  of  the  most  irrefragable  nature, 
to  the  effect  that  the  Christian  world,  East  and  West,  bad 

■  'Caneloi  popDloi  qaot  olnoebti*  noetr*  r«cit  tMnpenuDcniitm  In  Utti 
volumai  r«It(cione  nnwi  qoBin  diTtatm  P«tnun  ApiMlollun  Iradidiue  nligto] 
iH^tM  oduo  §Jb  ifto  insinu&ta  dvgiar&t.' 
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learnt  to  look  to  the  See  of  Peter  as  the  central  authority  on 
matters  of  faitb.  The  religion  practised  by  the  Vicar  of  Jesns 
Christ,  and  now  held  by  the  chosen  succosaor  of  St.  Athanasius, 
euch  wai)  the  form  of  faith  delivered  from  tho  throuu  of  the 
imperial  neophyte  to  the  Eastern  world.  It  is  clear  that 
'Ih«odu»ius  draws  a  distinction  between  Damasus  and  Peter 
of  Alexandria  of  a  vital  character.  Damasus  ia  tliu  iiontiff, 
Peter  the  biebop ;  Damasua  is  mentioned  simply  as  the 
pontilT,  Peter  as  a  man  of  apostolic  sanctity,  as  though  some 
reaeon  needed  to  be  pvcn  for  tackinj*  on  hia  name  to  that  of 
the  pontiff.  His  adherence  to  the  religion  delivered  to  the 
fiomana  by  the  Apostio  Peter  was  worth  mt-ntionuig ;  it  sug- 
gested what  Theodottius  required  o(  his  own  East,  viz.  a 
aimiJar  adherence.  Kome,  then,  is  indicated  as  the  centre ; 
Borne  in  its  connection  with  the  Apostle  Peter,  and  Rome 
as  the  seat  of  the  PontilT  of  the  Christian  religion.' 

Did  Constantinople  resent  auch  a  description  of  the 
Christian  religion  ?  Waa  it  on  idiosyncraay  of  the  young 
emperor's  ? 

It  is  clear  that  it  was,  at  any  rate,  the  teaching  of  St. 
ABcboliuB  of  Thessalonica,  whose  religious  pupil  the  emperor 
had  become,  and  Constantinople  was  unable  to  say  that  the 
faiih  of  Old  Pome  was  not  the  norm  for  the  faith  of  New  Rome. 
She  received  her  new  emperor  with  open  arms,  so  St.  Gregory 
tellrt  us.'  There  were  soon  to  be  plenty  in  that  city  prepared 
to  disagree  in  fact  with  Rome,  and  some,  as  we  shall  see,  in 
theory ;  bnt  not  the  saintR  or  the  theologians  of  the  East. 
Prosper  of  Aquitaine  expressed  the  conviction  of  the  day  &a 
besMig: 

Sedet  Boma  Petri  <|un  pikttorftlJs  honoris 
Put*  caput  mundo.* 

m.  The  state  of  things  in  Constantinople,  whither  the  new 
emperor  now  prepared  to  go,  was  as  follows.  St.  Gregory, 
whom  the  Cbarcb  specially  dignified  with  the  name  of  '  the 

'  Of  eoorse  the  word  '  pontifT '  coald  "hv  aeed  of  any  bioliop,  but  it  it  her*  the 
dutioclion  of  i«nDK  that  is  lo  be  not«']  occurring  in  a  legal  documeni. 

'  *  Captdne  aooessit  ad  sibi  onpidissimos  '  {Canntti  de  I'itd  svd.  1305). 

"  /.c. '  Rome  the  B««  of  Peter,  which  ha«  been  made  to  the  vbole  world  the 
bead  ot  the  pastoral  ofliee.' 
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theologian,'  had  stirred  the  ctty  by  his  eloquent  preaching  ^ 
the  true  faith,  seconded  by  his  great  holiness.     You  might 
Bco  St.  Jerome  sitting  an  eager  listener  at  bia  expositions  of  the 
faith,  whilst  St.  Gregory  made  use  of  bis  unrivalled  kuowlad^ 
of  the  text  uf  Holy  Surix^lure.     But  also  yuu  might  eee  a^ 
figure  wrapped  in  the  mantle  of  the  pliilosopher,  and  leaving 
the  oratory   witli  the  classical  staff  and  his  hair  in  phllo- 
sopliical  disorder,  full^  to  all  appearance,  of  enthusiasm  for 
the  eloquent  bishop  as  he  refuted  the  Arian,  the  Eunomian,  or 
the  Macedonian.     Warned  against  this  man,  vrhose  name  was : 
Alaximus,  Gregory  neverthelees  took  him  into  his  coniidence, 
and  even  alluded  to  him  in  the  way  of  defence  in  one  of  his{ 
public  orations.     Bnt  presently  Maximus  threw  off  the  maskp 
and  after  having  intrigued  with  the  enemies  of  Gregory^  in- 
duced some  Egyptian  bishops  with  (unhappily)  the  consent  i 
of  Peter  of  Alexandria,  to  consecrate  him  to  iho  seo  of  Con- 
stantinople.    Gregory  had  thus  rendered  himself  ridieulooa 
in  bis  support  of  Maximus,  and  in  the  bitterness  of  bia  dia- 
appointment  retired.     On  his  reappearance  to  bid  a  final, 
farewell,  the  people  of  Constantinople,  enraged  at  the  ap^ioint- 
raent  of  Maximus,  suddenly  settled  that  the  only  remedy  was  to 
make  Gregory  himself  their  bishop.    The  scene  that  enaaed 
seems  to  have  ballBed    description — Gregory  resisting,  men 
throwing  themselves  on  bis  iwreon  and  forcing  him  into  the:, 
episcopal  chair,  and  women  crying  out, '  If  you  leave  us,  yon 
take  away  with  3'ou  the  Iloly  Trinity' ' — i.r.  the  true  faith. 
Gregory  consented  on  condition   that  bis  election  obtained 
conciliar  sanction,  and  at  once  retu'ed  a  little  way  into  th« 
country.    Maximus  repaired  to  Thcsaalouica  to  gain  the  ear 
of  the  emperor,'  from  whom  be  met  with  an  unfavourable 
reception,  and  forthwith  he  tamed  to  Alexandria,  where  be 
waa  also  coldly  received  by  PeUr. 

lY.  Such  was  the  state  of  things  when  Theodosius  ap- 
proached Constantinople.  He  seems  already  to  have  formed 
the  ide^  of  an  Eastern  council,  and  to  liave  consulted  St. 
Damasus  in  regard  to  it,  through  AscboHus,  who  appears, 
from  an  incidental  expression  in   Damasus'  reply,  to  have 

'  «vi>«K£aX«ri  -iip.  tfn,  travtf  Tfitdt*  {Camun  dt  VH6  MKt.  1100). 
■  Cf.  Broflia,  lot.  et(.  r-  401. 
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ibeen  for  Bome  time  past  in  tho  position  of  Papal  near  at 
Thessalonica.'  The  Pope  replied  to  Ascboliua  in  favoui  of  a 
council,  aiul  eondemiiod  tlie  election  of  Huxiiuus.  Tbe  letter 
readfi  like  a  private  one,  so  much  bo  that  it  has  been  doubtud 
whether  it  is  genuine  ;  tut  the  verdict  of  scholars  ia  iu 
favour  of  its  gcnuinoness,  and  that  being  so,  it  sveuis  per* 
iifectly  clear  that  tho  council  had  the  approval  of  tho  Piipo. 
It  was,  however,  so  far  merely  an  Eaitern  assembly — in  no 
Bense  an  CKcmuemcal  gathering. 

Theodosius  approved  of  the  nomination  of  Gregory,  and 
the  settlement  of  the  whole  matter  of  the  bishopric  was 
banded  over  to  the  council  ;  but  meanwhile  the  emperor 
went  H  step  further  in  the  direction  of  malutaiuiug  the  true 
faith.  In  January,  981.  appeared  a  uhort  edict  forbidding  all 
heretics  to  assemble  for  divine  worship.  He  abto  went  a  step 
farther  in  delining  a  heretic.  I£e  had  bidden  all  Catholics  to 
follow  the  religion  taught  by  the  Fuiitill  Uamauus,  and,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  by  Peter  of  Alexandria,  and  had  spokeu  of  the 
eonsobstantiality  of  the  Holy  Trmity  as  part  of  that  faith ; 
be  now  Bpecilied  the  teaching  which  obtained  at  Rome  con- 
cerning Uie  consabstantiaUty  of  tho  Holy  Spirit."  Theodoret, 
in  describing  the  effect  of  this  decree,  says  that  the  churches 
were  now  to  be  given  to  those  who  held  'tho  fnith  of 
DamasuB.' 

Thus  tbe  con  substantiality  of  the  Holy  Spirit  with  the 
Father  and  tho  Son  was  at  once  a  matter  of  fiiith,  and  now  also 
amatter  of  civil  obligation  for  Catholics,  before  thecoiineil  met. 
The  French  bishops,  in  their  letter  to  Innocent  X.  in  the 
seventeenth  century,  admitted  that  the  ttnathomasof  Damasus 
were  irrevocable  before  the  Council  of  Constantinople  ;  and 
the  law  of  January  381  shows  that  Theodosius  did  not  con- 
ceive of  theee  bishops  meeting  to  discuss  an  open  question. 

'  'Hoc  eiit  quod  iirp«  dilectionnm  veiitmni  commonnj,  no  fi«ret  sJifiBtd  in- 
eonnderste '  {Ep.  v.).  For  the  oi)p<wito  riew  tnniI1lain(^^  bj  Mr.  Puller,  rolying 
on  tbe  ^totAt  of  InnoMnt  I.  to  AnjdaH  anil  Rufua.  cf.  iVtm.  SS.  p.  1*38.  Tbi 
Pope's  words  oolj'  ehovr  wh«n  the  eoiperor  gsre  civil  saootioD  to  tbo  arran^;*- 
Deni,  not  when  DEtnaaiiB  made  it. 

'  Cf.  Tl)«od.  D$  Betigicm  Dtereta,  lib.  xvi  tit.  ▼.  6 ;  Uigne,  fair.  LaV  vol. 
xiU. 

'  Bi»t.  BecU*.  V.  S. 
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And  St.  Gregory  treated  the  question  aa  closed  in  his  preach- 
ing to  the  people,  to  the  chAgrin  of  fiome,  friends  of  Mace- 
dooins,  but  wilh  the  consciouBneBB  that  they  were  standing 
alone  in  the  Catholic  Church. 


§  II.— r/i«  Council. 

L  Meletias  was  already  on  the  scene  to  insiitnte  BU 
Gregory  into  tho  biehopric.*  "We  may  picture  to  oursolves 
the  meeting  of  St.  Jerome  and  St.  Mctletias,  tlie  uniform 
magnanimity  of  the  latter  and  the  entbuRiuam  of  the  former 
for  hie  newly  acquired  master,  St.  Gregory,  binding  the  two 
logetlicr.  There  were  many  saints  at  this  Eastern  council, 
whifih  began  so  well  and  ended  so  unhappily.  St.  liasil's 
brother,  St.  Gregory  of  Nyssa,  joined  the  Uttle  throng  gathered 
round  the  eloquent  and  mortified  bisliop  of  the  Bamc  name,  the 
choico  friend  of  St.  Basil,  who  had  paased  from  his  labours  on 
earth  to  hiB  work  of  intercession  in  heaven.  Melotius  waA  the 
hero  of  the  hour ;  be  had  aheady  synodicaily  expressed  hia 
agreement  with  the  '  Tome  of  the  WeBterns ;  * "  his  people 
were  in  the  enjoyment  of  intercomm union  with  tho  disciploe 
of  Paulinus ; '  he  had  arranged  with  the  latter  that  whoever 
survived  the  other  should  be  the  sole  Bishop  of  Antioch.* 
There  were,  for  the  present,  two  Bishops  of  Antioch.  but  that 
had  been  recognised  by  'the  West,'*  and  consequently  ha 
came  as  the  syml>ol  of  what  the  young  emperor  hoped,  and 
the  saintlicr  souls  in  the  East  sighed  aft«r — continued  peace 
with  the  West "  and  tho  inangnration  of  peace  amongst  them- 
selvos  in  the  East. 

The  tirst  business  of  the  council  waa  concerned  with  the 
bishopric  of  Constantinople  itself.  Maximus  had  been  con- 
demned by  Damasus  in  a  private  letter  to  AschoUus  meant 
for  the  emperor's  ear.  He  condemned  hia  appointment  to 
Constantinople  on  the  grounds  that  it  was  done  by  externa, 
the  ceremony  performed  at  an  unusnal  hour,  without  consul- 

*  Boor.  n.  K.  T.  S.  •  AolioehMW  Sjrnod.  879. 

*  Th«odor«l.  //.  E.  V.  8.  *  On«.  Nu.  Cam.  is  VUd  md. 

*  Ep.  Comdl.  Aquit.  5.    C(.  Dun.  Ep.  v. 

■  LMwr  of  U]«  luliu  bUhopt  lo  tbi  £ut«rDS  (Kl).  'aadam.*    Mutfi,  L 
iii.  623. 
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tation  of  the  clergy  aiid  people,  aiul  that  the  very  ftppeavance 
of  Maximus  vt&A,  according  to  accounts,  that  of  a  philosopher 
rather  than  of  a  Christian.'  At  tho  Hame  time  there  were  Home 
difficulties  aboal  the  election  of  St.  Gregory,  which  probably 
account  for  the  njatter  Wing  reopened  later  on,  and  for  the 
election  of  Maximus  finding  favour  for  a  while,  in  Bpite  of  hia 
character,  with  the  law-abiding  West  ^  before  they  had  fall 
information  on  the  subject. 

The  council  was  presided  over,  in  the  natural  course  of 
events,  by  St.  Meletius.  There  were  no  Papal  legates,  for 
the  oouncil  had  not  )}een  convoked  as  Em  cecumeiiical 
afiscmhly.  Alexandria  was  not  yet  represented  ;  it  was  in. 
mourning  round  the  death-bf^d  of  its  patriarch,  the  saintly 
Peter.  The  ijishop  of  Antioch  was,  therefore,  the  natural 
president,  according  to  occlcaiasticol  custom,  Antioch  bouig 
the  third  of  the  greater  seee  of  Christendom,  the  third  see  of 
Peter.  The  ordination  of  Maximus  was  investi^ted  and  re- 
pudiated, and  so  far  the  Kast  was  placing  itself  in  harmony 
with  the  West — so  fax  aa  the  judgment  of  the  latter  was 
known.  St.  DamasHB  had  urged  St.  Aseholius  to  use  hia 
influence  with  Theodosius  previous  to  his  leaving  Xhessa- 
lonica  for  the  appointment  of  some  bishop  against  whose 
election  tliere  could  Ix:  no  nhjection  from  a  eanoniual  jioint  of 
view.*  Whether  this  could  l>e  said  as  to  St.  GrcRory'fi  elec- 
tion opinions  may  differ.  He  had  been  consecrated  by  Bt. 
Basil  Bishup  of  8}isiiD!i.  and  had  acted  as  Bishop  of  Naziiin- 
ma  out  of  affection  to  his  father's  memory.  However  this 
mi^t  be  thought  to  affect  the  canonicity  of  his  election 
<tranBlatiou  from  sec  to  see  being  the  gi'eat  flaw  in  Eastern 
elections  and  the  source  of  some  of  its  greatest  troubles),  his 
election  was  contirmed,  and  it  seems  as  though  his  first  act 
wu  to  intercede  for  the  Egyptian  consecrators  of  Maximus. 
They  were  spared  the  usual  censure. 

II.  Difficult  as  it  ia  to  settle  the  order  of  ti-anaactions  in 

*  DunMi,  Ep.  V. 

*  If  thia  te  the  trua  ueount  of  the  matter  there  would  be  notliini;;  uanntanU 
io  ft  Doanoil  in  the  West  ttroting  ot  th«  eiibjeoi.  on  which  Dsinuuii  would  not 
ofttormllj  cotuider  th«  opinion  given  hj  him  in  hit  'ett*r  ut  Aac^holina  u  in*' 
fonDAbU. 

■  Dam.  Ep.  v. 
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thia  cotincU,  of  which  ve  do  not  possess  the  Acts,  it  t^eenu 
almost  certain  that  they  must  have  at  once  proceeded  to  cou- 
aider  the  dogmatic  question,'  and  were  probably  intorruptcd 
in  their  work  of  proiweed  paeilication  by  an  event  which 
altered  the  whole  cooree  of  events  for  some  years  to  come. 
Meletiua  died — not,  as  Canon  Bright  expreeses  it»  '  a  saint 
outside  the  communion  of  Borne,' '  but  a  saiiit  of  chequered 
career,  who,  origltially  recognleed  amongflt  the  bishops  of 
the  East  by  the  Pope  Liberius,  of  mild  rather  than  unoom- 
promtsing  nature,  yet  a  magnificent  confessor  of  the  faith  as 
against  the  Arian  Euzoiu8,  having  thrice  suffered  exile,  was 
for  a  while  diBtrusted  at  Rome,  but  after  publicly  signing  the 
'  Tome  of  the  WeaternB,'  was  welcomed  by  Borne  as  iJishop  of 
Antiooh  in  her  archives.  Some  while  ago  ho  bad  made  the 
advances  to  Paulinus  which  led  to  a  formal  compttct  as  to 
their  successor,  and  he  had  now  endeared  all  hearts  to  himself 
at  Constantuiople.  He  ended  his  life  with  inducting  into  Uie 
Bee  of  Constantinople  ber  first  orthodox  bisliop  for  more  than 
forty  years.  Ee  had  perhaps  also  agreed  to  the  principle 
embodied  in  the  so-called  fifth  canon  of  the  council,  that  all 
at  Antioch  should  be  acknowledged  as  orthodox  who,  whether 
they  spoke  of  one  or  three  HyposlaHciB,  acknowledged  the  one- 
ness of  the  Godhead  of  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy 
Oho8t.» 

111,  The  death  of  Meletiua  was  an  event  which  not  only 
plunged  the  city  of  Constantinople  into  a  profound  gloom,  and 
was  felt  throughout  the  East,  bnt  it  introduced  a  oompUcation 
into  the  subject  of  the  Antiochene  disputes.  After  a  funeral^ 
in  which  the  proeesftiou  of  biwhops  and  clergy  and  others,  with 
their  lighted  tapera  in  hand,  is  described  as  illuminating  tho 
city,  and  after  the  body  of  the  saint  had  left  to  enter,  on  its 
way  to  Antioch,  cities  into  which,  in  aecordancc  with  the 
sentiment  of  the  time,  no  corpse  had  been  allowed  to  be  borne, 

*  D«  Ureglle  Mcms  to  thtnk  that  th«  dognutie  qtustion  wm  not  dealt  wltb 
■t  kll  till  Ut«r  on,  whi«h  if,  ot  ocKino.  pouible.  Bat  I  hope  to  ibow  tliat  it  ia 
mots  prolwltlB  Hint  the  oourse  of  cv«nti  vM  m  I  have  dcscrilwd  U. 

■  HitU  of  the  Church,  p.  172. 

*  Ct.  Canon  t.  Thi»  <rat  a  Mvcnal  of  tha  jndgBisnt  of  St  BaaP  oo  Ih* 
auhjtcl.    Tb«  actual  canon  was  probably  drawn  ap  at  a  lat«r  oooaoU  in  99%. 
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Uie  bisliops  mot  to  consider  tbo  question  of  St.  Melctius' 
BuccesBor.  It  was  a  question  which  ought  never  to  have  been 
submitted  at  atl.'  Its  proposal  can  only  be  accounted  for  by 
the  htftte  of  the  Eastern  opiscopate  at  that  moment.  The 
Emperor  Valens  had  scattered  bishops  over  the  Eaet  to  sup- 
port  the  cause  of  AriaiiiBm,  who  were  quite  unfit  for  the  sacred 
office,  and  many  of  these  liad  'conformed'  upon  the  edict 
of  Theodosius,  without  a  religious  conviction  of  any  kind.* 
Their  main  sentiment  was  a  deejvseated  hatred  of  the  West, 
which  had  snpporttd  the  orthodox  faith.  They  were  violently 
Kaetern,  because  they  were  but  faintly  orthodox.  These 
men,  St.  Gregory  tells  us,  had  come  all  sunburnt  from  tho 
plough,  or  from  the  smith's  anvil,  or  the  office  of  the  petty 
scribe,  or  the  baker's  shop,  or  from  handling  the  oar,  or  from 
the  rank  and  hie  of  the  army. 

A  ^reat  deal  is  sometimes  said  about  the  authority  of  the 

Second  Council  and  the  galaxy  of  saints  that  arc  supposed  to 

have  promulgated  tbo  third  canon,  and  to  have  propoHed  a 

successor   to   St.   Meietius.      St.   Leo,   with    his  provoking 

accuracy,  describes  the  racn  who  did  this  part  of  the  busi- 

DG88  as  '  certain  bishops.'     St.  Gregory  considered  them  the 

offscouring  of  the  episcopal  body,  and  tho  very  drep;fi  of  the 

Christian    community.     He   di.^tinctly   states,   as    Tillemont 

points  out,  referring  to  St.  Gregory's  account  of  the  council, 

that  there  wore   men  loaded  with  gold  who  set  to  work  to 

corrupt  the  bishops.'  As  long  as  Meietius  lived,  the  question  of 

the  compact  which  he  hud  made  did  not  press,  and  they 

nould  probably  have  cons^idert'd  it  Loo  dishonourable  to  provide 

for  the  perpetuation  of  the  stale  of  strife  which  St.  ifeletiua 

plumed  himself  on  having  brought  to  a  peaceful  issue  with 

the  consent  of  the  West-     But  now  came  the  difficulty ;  that 

some  of  thes*>  bishops  would  have  to  be  under  Paulinus,  whilst 

with  others  there  was  the  still  greater   difficulty  that  they 

^would  be  giWng  in  to  the  West.    Behind  Paulinua  they  saw  tho 

^ope,  and  the  Pope  waa  to  Ihtse  abandoned  men  the  symbol 

*  TiUetnoDt  aajTB  of  this  that  '  aome  enemies  of  pdsee  pro|>08M  in  Uio 
ifloaneil  a  Mag,  of  wblob  they  ouKbt  norsr  to  have  dreiunl '  {St,  Ortg.  de  ^iw* 
IBTt.  ?xxi.  p-  475). 

Cf.  TiUemoDl.  8t.  Ong.  dt  Nom.  tM.  Iviti.  p.  441.    PuU.  1709. 

*  lioc.  sit. 
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of  the  Ilomoomian.  They  could  not  deny  the  truth  of  the 
latter  uor  the  rights  of  the  former.  They  never  in  the  whole 
strife  ohjected  that  Lu(;ifer  had  oEfeiKled  against  the  canonical 
rights  of  the  East  in  consecrating  a  Bishop  of  Antioch. 
Neither  St.  Basil,  nor  St.  Gregory,  nor  even  these  quarrelsome 
men,  seem  ever  to  have  suggested  that  obvious  flaw,  as  it 
mit»t  have  been  considered,  uulrsM  Ihe  Papal  regime  waa,  in 
principle,  acknowledged  throughout  the  East.  St.  B&sit 
distinctly  refused,  totidem  verbis,  to  decide  against  the  validity 
of  tho  consfx^ration.  St.  Gregory  assumed  its  validity  through- 
oui.  A  fact  such  as  this  is  of  vital  import  in  det4^rminiDg  the 
general  current  of  Eastern  thought  as  to  the  canonical  rela- 
tionship of  the  West  to  the  Eai^t.  But  these  half- Christian 
bishops  (as  St.  Gregory  calls  them),  at  Constaniinoplc,  whilst 
they  could  not  plead  a  lack  of  canonical  vaUdity  in  Pautinua' 
consecration,  did  demur  to  the  shadow  of  Western  patronage 
which  lay  on  the  rights  of  Pauliinis.  They  had  learnt  to 
oharish  a  certain  unchristian  bitterness  against  the  West, 
whilst  others  were  influenced  (to  a  less  extent)  in  the  same 
direction  because  the  West  had  refused  them  the  particular 
modo  of  support  which  under  the  leadership  of  St.  Basil  they 
had  claimed  in  their  struggle  agHiuRi  Valens.  Tillemont 
attributes  their  malignant  spirit  to  this,  uuU  aluo  to  the  spirit 
of  '  pride,  pique,  and  jealousy.' ' 

St.  Gregory  indignantly  repudiated  the  diebonoarable 
course  on  which  thty  were  eraharkiiig.  He  rose  above  their 
'  low  reasons/  as  Tillemont  calls  them—'  reasons,'  he  adds, 
'  unworthy  of  a  bishop.  He  sought  only  the  will  of  God,  the 
honour  of  the  Church,  and  the  good  of  souls.* '  He  deprecat«d 
their  miserable  attempt  to  turn  the  question  of  religion  into  a 
question  of  astronomy.  Ho  urged  them,  inst4>ad  of  advancing 
the  miserable  pica  that  thingK  should  go  from  the  East,  where 
Gbriat  was  bom,  to  tho  West,  and  not  ric«  vrmi,  to  think  more 
of  our  Lord  as  the  first-^uits  of  the  whole  human  race,  and 
to  allow  themselves  '  to  be  a  little  conquered.' ' 

*  This,'  as  Canon  Bright  remarks,  *  was  clearly  the  righl 
coarse.'  *     St.  Gregory  said  that  it  waB  pardonable  in  them 


'  Loe.  tit  p.  470. 

'  Carm.  dt  Vitd  rad,  2090  and  lOSS. 


•  nut.  <jt  th^  cituTtk,  p.  ITS. 
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*  in  some  mcasnre  to  vex  ' '  the  West  during  Meletina'  lifotime, 
and  when  thoy  were  uncertain  liow  he  would  be  received  (as 
■was  the  case  before  the  peace  was  made),  being  annoyed — 
defendert),  as  tbey  say,  of  ihi;  laws  * — Imt  now  he  considered  it 
wanton  and  inexcoBable.  Paoiinus  (he  urged)  could  not  live 
long,  and  bo  he  entreated  this  '  mob  of  youngsters,' '  to  rise 
above  this  false  patriotism  and  act  for  the  peace  of  the 
Church.  He  told  thcni  plauily  that  be  might  resign  '  his 
throne,  but  not  his  opinion.* 

But  *  party  feelings  proved  too  strong  for  this  good 
oonnsel.'* 

Flavian,  who,  it  iB  to  be  feared,  had  promised  not  to 
accept  ihe  bishopriL',  was  elected.  He  had  been  St.  Melotios* 
right-band  man,  and  even  if  he  had  not  deliiiitely  agreed  tO' 
the  compact,  it  was  a  sad  sight  to  see  one  who  had  been  so 
intimate  with  Meletins  entering  upon  his  new  charge  by  a 
violation  of  that  saint's  moat  cherished  hope,  ll  was  a  sure 
renewal  of  the  breach  with  the  West  which  St.  Molctius  had 
fio  I'arefiiUy  dosed,  and  it  was  a  deliberate  prolongation  of 
strife  at  the  very  heart  of  the  East. 

I\^  St  Gregory's  disappointment  may  be  imagined  rather 
than  described.  His  high  soul,  eager  for  the  peace  of  the 
Church,  revolted  from  the  rude  and  contemptuous  attitude  of 
the  uneducated  and  undisciplined  band  of  young  bishops 
who  secared  a  sufficient  majority  to  carry  the  dishonourable 
proposal.  He  no  longer  attended  the  peesions  regularly,  and 
since  tbey  were  held  in  the  episcopal  palace,  he  soon  removed 

'  Carm.  dc  VtlAsuA.  16H. 

*  Ur.  Pallor's  trftoaUtion  {Prim,  8S-  p.  251  f, '  Iheu  aelf-iitjled  difendvr*  of 
i}i«  csnoni,'  is  not  a  correct  ruid«riag  o(  tli«  origtn»I.  There  is  no  inaj  io 
bia  words. 

■  Carm.  de  VitA  wA.  IfiSA. 

•  Cawmt  of  tht  First  Fmir  Counciia.  by  Canon  Bright,  1802,  p.  110.  Mr. 
Polkr'i  aeooani  of  this  d«plonblc  Incident  t8  distnuinfily  ftpo1oK«tio  ucl,  It 
mut  be  ftdded,  inMoartU.  U«  oalle  il  the  aotioa  of  the  (Kcumenifrftl  Cooooil, 
Mid  be  tm.j»  :  '  It  is,  I  think,  ailowrahUt  lo  express  regret  th&t  tbe  bkhops  at 
CMUtintinopIs  did  not  mtify  the  comp&ot  in  tb«  intereBta  of  pcsoo.  Wbiit 
tbej  Mtiulljr  did  was  cimonicalljr  leRitimste,  bnt  it  may  bt  doubitd  whetfaer  it 
wu  wtM  or  chatitablo '  (p.  348).  Bt.  Uregorr  Iboagbt  it  morallr  wrong.  D* 
Bragtia  tbioiiK  that  the  inlluenoe  of  this  Mint  had  wuiaiI  since  the  Uaximna 
affsir.  Tkis  in  pouibtr;  biitthr  rftiin'>ni(  Su  Grfgniy  gjrrs  nre  Biifficiaal.  Titlii- 
moot's  pi«t;  bare  (oruiDKlely  gau  the  b«tt«r  ol  his  Gallioanism. 
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to  another  dwelling.  The  council  was  thus  without  a  regular 
head,  anil  the  friends  of  St.  Gregory  wore  withdrawing  from 
participation  ;  it  was,  in  fact,  nothing  in  itself  Imt  a  small 
Eastern  synod. 

"WJiat  was  the  young  emperor  iloing  all  this  while  ?  In 
the  sptTLt  of  a  Christian  ruler  ho  held  himself  aloof  trom  the 
strife,  but  he  sent  for  hia  spiritual  father,  St.  Ascholius,  from 
TheBsalonica,  who,  as  belonging  to  the  Western  Patriarchate, 
had  not  attended  the  council.* 

At  the  fiaiTie  time  a  new  clement  of  disturbance  entered 
upon  the  scene.  The  Egyptians  arrived  with  their  new  metro- 
politan (or  patriarch)  Timothy.  Tillcmont  remarks  that  thej 
had  l>cen  delayed  "*  by  the  necessity  of  an-anging  matters  on 
the  acceasion  of  Timothy. 

The  Egyptians  felt  themselves  compromised  by  the  affair 
of  MaximuH,  and  that  they  had  been  pardoned  rather  than 
jufltified^a  humiliation  which  they  owed  to  Gr<^ory.'  To  adii 
to  the  complication,  the  bishops  who  came  at  Theodosins' 
witih  from  lUyricum  brought  with  them  what  St.  Gregory  calls 
a  shari) '  Western  breeze.'  *  They  must  have  felt  a  somewhat 
dtfidainful  compaasion  for  the  intricate  quarrels  of  the  East, 
compared  with  their  own  steady  simplicity  of  faith.  They 
were  siKrially  scandalised  at  the  coiislAnt  translation  from 
eee  to  sec  in  the  East,  and  neither  they  nor  Timothy  of 
Alexandria  approved  of  Gregory's  elevation  to  the  see  nf 
Constantinople.  They  looked  upon  the  argument  that  he  Iwd 
never  gone  to  his  original  see,  and  had  only  athninistered  his 
father's  see  proviaionally,  as  insulhcient;  and  the  whole 
comjcil  became  a  fresh  scene  of  confusion.  Gregory  forth- 
with announced  his  resignation,  which  was  received  with 
a  respectful  silence.  The  fact  was  that  he  bad  proved  too 
QDcompromising  in  his  preaching  to  please  those  who  origi- 
nally hailed  Iuh  promotion,  and  too  mortified  in  his  life  for 
the  fashionable  capital  of  the  East ;  consequently  there  was  uo 

'  This  IB  tli«  aintplMi  coIotioD  of  Uw  difficiiltios  n^Md  ia  one  direction  hf 
rhiwbroob.  Uft>  9.  Acta  Saruiorwn,  and  io  uioUief  bjr  TUIetnoflt.  8t,  Onf,  d# 
lfa».,  note  43.  p.  717. 

*  hne.  cit.  SU  Oiegory  ujs:  ^^«rlrqr  MixAwitVpi,  but  probftUy  oimi«  thai 
Ui«7  Mm*  soddcatjr,  htTinc  been  originklljr  ioTitcd. 

*  Dt  Broglie.  toe.  cit.  p.  435.  *  Carm.  it  TiM  fud,  I80S. 
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Mctlon  anfficientlj  enthtisiaBtic  in  hia  favour  to  oonnter- 
balance  the  displcaaare  of  Akxandria  and  the  EgjiitianB. 
The  Egyptians  were  in  accord  with  St.  Gregory  in  deprecating 
the  selection  of  Flavian  for  Anttnch,  but  this  wfir  not  sufficient 
to  cotmtGract  their  dishke  to  his  intnitiion  into  tho  see  of 
Constantinople  in  place  of  Maximus,  for  whom  they  bad  no 
respect  from  a  moral  point  of  view,  hut  wliose  election  they 
considered  eanonically  valid. 

Bt.  Gregory,  therefore,  resigned  in  the  interests  of  peace, 
and  delivered  ft  farewell  adikesH,  which  for  theological  exact- 
ness combined  with  pathetic  eloquence  has  hardly  its  e>[|ual  in 
Christian  literature.  He  was  a  man  not  bom  to  rule  such 
elements  of  discord  as  then  met  in  the  Byzantine  capital ;  but 
^for  holinosB,  and  orthodoxy,  and  polished  eloquence  he  had 
hardly  a  peer  in  that  century.  He  made  his  will  in  the  presence 
of  several  bishops,  leaving  what  he  had  to  the  poor  of  Naxian- 
808,  whither  he  now  retraced  bis  steps.  On  hiH  way  he 
pOBBdd  by  Ciesarea,  tho  sceno  of  his  beloved  Basil's  labours, 
and  after  deUvering  a  panegj'ric  there  on  bis  brother  saint, 
retired  to  his  father's  city  of  Nazianzus.' 

V.  The  council  had  now  lost  its  two  greatest  saints^ 
MeletiuB  and  Gregory,  and  with  Kt.  (iregory  several  of  his 
friends  api>ear  to  have  more  or  U-hs  witlidrawu  themselves.  We 
may  safely  reckon  amongst  theao  St.  Gregory  of  Nyssa  and 
[eUadins,  and  the  little  throng  that  had  gathered  round  their 

Bter,  tho  '  TlHtologian,'  as  he  was  called. 

It  was  necessary  to  elect  another  bishop.  Amongst  the 
names  presented  to  the  emperor  was  that  of  a  civil  dignitary, 
whose  life  had  l>een  somewhat  free,  though  irrepronehalde  of 
late,  and  who  in  consequence  had  delayed  his  baptism.  We 
may  gticss,  though  we  cannot  say  for  certain,  under  what  in- 
fluences his  name  was  entered  on  the  list  proposed  by  the 
nabope.  The  emperor  selected  him,  and  ho  received  sdl  the 
^'sacraments  at  once.      His  appointment  was  a  acandal  and 

*  BaAnai  b&tb  that  mvn  hoA  nevtr  tpta  a  faolicr  and  more  t>liunAle»  life, 
nor*  brilliant  eloquence,  s  porer  and  more  onhodox  faith,  more  pc.rf«cl  and 
conaiinunate  knovltdse.  TillemoDt  hu  a  b«aQUfal  descripUoD  of  bU  preach- 
ing. He  QBed  to  »tj  to  the  Third  Person, '  Tboa  art  mj  God,  and  I  Bh&ll  not 
repealing -'7M.  Thou  art  my  OoA.'' 
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pronuBed  ill  for  the  Church.      Constantinople  and  Antioch, 
were  thus,  both  of  thorn,  filled  with  bishops  on  whose  elwtion 
A  cloud  rested.   But  both  of  these  bishops  happily  belied  their 
bad  beginnings.    Flavian,  indeed,  ended  as  a  saint,  and  Necta- 
rias  set  to  work  to  do  his  duty  in  good  earnest.      It  mart* 
hare  been  now  that  the  council  EkddresBod  itself  to  the  work  of 
bringing  the  Macedonian  heretics  to  the  acceptance  of  the 
full  faith  cuuceruiug  the  consubetanttalitj  of  the   Eternal' 
Trinity ;  but  it  bad  lost  its  one  guiding  spirit  in  theology  in 
the  rotireinBot  of  St.  Gregory,  and  its  main  |>ower  of  peace- 
making ihrougli  the  death  of  Meletias.      The  Macetloniana ' 
could  not  have  been  impressed  with  what  they  had  seen  of  the 
bishops  BO  fur,  and  they  simply  refused  to  accept  the  teaching 
that  was  propoaod  to  them.      The  im]K'nai   inHuence  waa 
brought  to   bear  upon  them,  but  in   vain.     The   emperor 
pressed  upon  them  the  submission  thiy  had  made  to  Pope 
LiberiuB,  but  tb<ty  Runply  left  the  cunncil,  leaving  a  leltiT  of 
warning  to  their  followers  as  to  anjiihing  that  might  be  done 
in  favour  of  the  Nicene  Creed.  Theyhad  found  that  the  Nicene 
Creed  involved  not  merely  the  Homoonsinn  of  the  Son,  but 
of  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  one  can  well  imagine  that  the  bishops 
of  the  synod  had  lost  their  moral  influence  after  the  inoidenta 
that  liad  marred  theur  sessions  hitherto. 

VI.  But  ttiis  council  has  nevertheless  taken  a  high  place  in 
the  consciousness  of  Christendom,  having  attained  to  the  rank 
of  one  of  those  Four  (Kcumenical  Councils  which  St.  Gregory 
epoke  of  as  next  to  the  Four  Holy  Gospels.  How  was  this? 
It  was  for  one  net,  which  brought  the  East  into  harmony  with 
the  West,  and  which  was  confirmed  by  Uie  Popes.  The  de- 
l)arture  of  the  Macedonluus  may  have  had  the  effect  of  has- 
tening '  the  agreement  of  the  bishops  in  a  formuta  which 
had  already  been  in  use  for  years,  and  which  exprensed  the 
syiiodical  teaching  of  St.  Damasns  on  the  subject  o(  the  Third 
Person  of  the  Holy  Trinity.  We  do  nol  know  how  or  whan. 
after  what  discussion,  if  any.  the  said  formula  was  adopted  ; 
we  only  know  that  it  was  not  new,  uid  that  it  wtts  adi)pted. 
It  bad  already  been  called  by  Bt.  Epiphanius  the  Creed  of  the 
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Charcb,  and  the  faithful  had  been  required  to  learn  it,  almost 
ftB  it  now  Btood,  hy  heart.  If  formally  adopted  after  St. 
Gregory  and  Ma  friends  had  withdrawn,  wu  may  fairly  aft- 
siime  that  there  had  been  some  dlscuBsion  before  the  death  of 
St.  Ueletius,  and  that  St.  Gregory  and  others  had  left  their 
proiies  or  their  signatures  for  the  stud  doctrinal  decree.  And 
fche  list  of  flignatares,  as  we  have  it,  BUKfieets  this.  It  is  clear 
that  the  signatures  are  not  those  of  the  bi&hops  given  at  any 
one  session,  they  must  have  beon  placed  together  more  or 
lees  &t  random  ;  but  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  tho  sig- 
natures were  each  of  them  attached  to  some  document,  though 
not  all  to  tfao  same.  The  signature  of  Timothy  of  Alexandria^ 
^Ct  again  of  St,  Meletius,  were  neither  of  them,  as  the  said  list 
)iild  imply,  attached  to  the  third  canon ;  for  Alexandna 
never  accepted  it,  and  St.  Meletius  died  before  it  was  dran'n 
up.  But  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  St.  Meletius  might 
be  claimed  as  having  accepted  the  form  in  which  tho  Niceno 
Creed  had  been  frequently  recited  by  way  of  explication  (with 
the  approval  of  individual  bishops  in  their  several  dioceses) 
before  tlie  council  met,  and  that  Timothy  signed  at  the  council 
itMlf.  Consequently,  the  scribe  finding  both  signatures,  en- 
tered them  as  though  they  were  attached  at  the  same  session 
and  to  the  whole  of  the  council'^)  doings. 

Although  we  have  no  Acts,  no  record  of  the  discussions, 
nor  even  of  the  order  or  number  of  the  sessions,  we  have 
nevertheless  the  clear  tesliinuny  of  history  to  these  three 
pointe — via.  that  the  enlarged  form  of  the  Nicene  Creed,  such 
aa  was  already  in  use  in  some  parts  of  the  East,  and  was  in 
harmony  with  the  teaching  of  St.  Damasus'  i'jc  catheilTd  pro- 
nouciation  In  the  Boman  synod,  was  agreed  to  by  a  snificient 
numbt;r  of  bishops  to  make  it  the  act  of  the  council;  next, 
that  the  ordination  of  Flavian  to  Antioch  did  not  meet 
with  the  approval  of  the  council  as  a  whole ;  and,  lastly, 
tliat  the  third  canon  waa,  if  it  was  mooted  in  this  council 
at  all,  not  the  judgment  of  the  150  Fathers,  but  of  a  por- 
tion only.  These  are  the  broad  facts  for  which  there  is 
hifitorical  evidence ;  beyond  this  wo  seem  to  be  in  the  region 
of  mere  conjecture.    When  Mr.  PuHer  speaks  of  *  so  many 
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great  sainta  ' '  haT.Hng  approved  of  Flavian's  ordtnation,  ho  ia 
met  with  Bt.  Gregory's  statement  that  it  was  only  a  *  crowd  of 
youths/  and  those  of  a  very  unsaintly  character,  who  sno- 
ceeded  in  drawing  after  them  some  of  the '  older  etara.'   ^Tien 
certain  writers  speak  of  the  third  canon  as  though  it  ix>saeB6cd 
the  authority  of  tho  Church,  thoy  neod  to  bo  confronted  with 
St.  Leo's  determiufld  accuracy  in  calling  it  only  the  decreeJ 
of  *  certain '  bishops ;  but  when  the  Council  of  Chalcedoni 
eighty  years  afterwards,  admitted  the  Council  of  Constanti- 
nople into  &  rank  which  was  denied  to  it  by  the  Council  ol 
Ephesus,  it  rccogniHcd  a  patent  of  orthodoxy  as  having  hei 
conferred  upon  its  one  unanimous  act — viz.  the  enlargement 
of  the  Nicene  Creed — a  development  by  way  of  explication, 
embracing  the  truth  which  Rome  had  already  pronounced  to 
bo  of  faith,  and  which  the  Emperor  Theodoeius  had  already 
decided  to  enforce  on  those  who  wished  to  be  calb?d  Catholic 
Ciiristians.     The  synod  thus  rose  at  length  from  a  moi« 
Eastern  aKt;eiTili!y  of  great  siunts,  mixed  up  with  a  crowd  of 
unodifying  bishops,  summoned  to  bring  the  Easi  into  line 
with  the  West  on  the  subject  of  the  Third  Person  of  tho 
Eternal  Trinity,  to  the  rank  of  one  of  those  four  oecumonical 
councils  which  exhibited  the  faith  of  the  Church  on  the  co- 
equality  of  the  Son  and  the  Holy  Spirit  with  the  Eternal 
Father,  a^nd  the  Divine  Personality  and  perfect  human  nature 
of  the  one  Mediator  between  Ood  and  man. 

§  HI. — New  Rome,  or  the  TJiird  Canon. 

Before  proceeding  further,  it  will  be  well  to  consider  briefly 
the  so-called  canons  of  this  Second  General  Council.  One  of 
them  plays  such  a  conspicuous  part  in  the  controversy  between 
our  Anglican  friends  and  ourselves  that  it  calls  for  special 
attention.'  It  has  been  contended  by  the  former  for  the  last 
three  centuries,  that  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  set  its  seal  to 
the  principle  that  the  primacy  of  the  Sec  of  Rome  (whatever 
that  primacy  may  involve,  whether  actual  jurisdiction  or 
merely  a  position  of  honour)  was  due  to  the  secular  poaition 

■  Prim.  55.  p.  1-16,0016  1. 

*  'Thftl  tbe  Bishop  of  Conslantioopic  ebonld  hftT«  tb«  prerogailTM  o( 
hoaour  alt«r  tb«  Biihop  of  Bom*,  btcauu  it  u  Mw  Bamt.'  Cuion  £U. 
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of  the  imperial  capital.  This  will  be  considei-ed  at  length 
when  we  come  to  that  council.  But  the  action  of  that  coun- 
cil, whtttfiver  it  be  cousidered  to  uivolvc,  waa  based  on  this 
third  canon  of  the  Council  of  Constantinople.  Hence  the 
necesaity  of  conaiderinf;  this  canon  with  care. 

Its  history  is  involved  in  great  obscurity.  When  was  it 
passed?  Not,  we  may  safely  assert,  after  Timothy  of  Alex- 
andria had  arrived  at  the  council,  unless  it  were  after  his 
departure ;  neither  could  it  have  been  passed  whilst  St. 
Gregory  was  president.  No  one  who  has  read  ever  bo  little 
of  his  writings  at  this  time  will  suppoHO  that  he  would  have 
fffiven  his  consent  to  a  measure  so  certain  to  frustrate  his 
cherished  hopes  of  peace,  and  prompted  by  the  spirit  of  over- 
■reaohing  which  he  so  emphatically  denounced.    Oue  hardly 

s,  therefore,  how  it  could  have  been  passed  at  all.  Canons 
were  always  drawn  up  at  the  close  of  a  synod ;  but  this  could 
not  have  been  the  ease  here,  by  reason  of  the  presence  of  the 
Bishop  of  Alexandria  and  the  Egyptians,  who  never  accepted 
the  regulation  contained  in  this  third  canon.  Neither  is  there 
room  for  it  in  the  pre\'iouB  sessions,  considering,  not  merely 
8t,  Gregory's  presence,  adverse  to  such  a  proposal,  but  his 
account  of  the  synod,  which  makes  no  allusion  io  it. 

Was  it,  then,  a  canon  of  the  council  in  the  strict  sense 
of  that  term  ? 

In  considering  this  question,  we  must  bear  in  mind  that 
il  was  never  sent  to  the  West,  and  that,  consequently,  when- 
ever passed,  it  was  considered  not  to  be  a  canon  which  con- 

led  any  but  the  EasternH  thcmselvea.    It  was  not,  it  would 

^fieem,  sent  even  to  Alexandria,  possibly  on  tho  ground  that  it 

was  not  considered  to  affect  the  question  of  juiisdiction.    On 

the  next  vacancy  in  the  See  of  Constantinople,  Alexandria 

acted  as  its  superior,  and  placed  St.  Chrysostom  in  the  vacant 


U  may  be  said,  however,  that  this  was  done  in  defiance  of 
the  canon,  just  as  at  the  next  General  Council  (as  it  was  in- 
tended to  be)  Alexandria  occupied  the  seat  of  president,  above 
Constantinople,  at  the  order  of  tho  emperor  himself.  But 
bad  it  been  a  canon  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  term,  it  could 
hardly  have  l>een  ao  completely  passed  over  in  both  cases. 
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But,  further,  on  the  first  occasion  on  which  it  was  publjrly 
quoted  at  a  General  Synod,  the  Western  bishopB  presenA 
denied  that  it  was  amongst  the  canons  of  the  Church  at  aU. 

And  the  evidence  in  titrong  to  the  eSeet  that  it  was  not 
contained  as  a  canon  even  in  the  oldest  Greek  versions  of  the 
cauons  of  the  Church.  In  the  Latin  version  of  the  canons  called 
the  Prisca,  which  drew  its  list  from  very  ancient  Oreek  raana- 
scripta,  it  is  placed  after  the  Cooncil  of  Cbalcedon,  aa  though 
it  had  made  itH  laxai  appearance,  as  an  oecumeuical  rule  of 
action,  on  thti  occa&iou  of  that  council,  and  there  is  fair 
ground  for  supposing  that  it  was  missing  in  Ote  earliest  ver- 
Bion  of  the  Isidoriau  coUectioo  of  canona.  Now  these  twa 
versions,  tho  Prisca  and  the  Isidorian,  supply  us  with  oar 
earliest  information  as  to  the  most  ancient  Greek  manu- 
scripts. 

Much  doubt,  therefore,  hangs  over  this  supposed  canon 
on  these  grounds. 

Add  to  this  the  fact  that  the  first  canon  is  generally 
admitted  to  be  not  so  much  a  canon  a^  a  part  of  the  Tome 
which  was  drawn  up  by  the  comicil,  and  that  Iho  fifth  and 
sixth  canona  are  now  admitted  by  all  soholars  to  belong;  to  a 
second  council  held  in  the  followinp  year;  whilst  the  seventh 
is  not  a  canon  at  all.  On  all  these  grounds  we  have  reason 
for  hesitating  to  call  this,  which  comes  in  their  midat^acanon 
even  of  the  Eastern  Church. 

And  yet  the  subject  must  have  been  mooted  and  settled 
by  some  authority.  Now,  Socratee  puts  tho  r^ulation  con- 
tained in  this  canon  before  the  conGrmation  of  tho  Nicene 
Creed.  His  account  cannot  be  depended  on  an  giving  the 
order  of  time ;  but  his  placing  this  decree,  a^  he  calls  it,  by 
itself,  before  the  time  came,  according  tu  him,  for  th«  canons 
about  bishops  keeping  to  their  provinces  and  looking  to  pro- 
vincial synods  for  tho  transaction  of  provincial  concerns, 
seeuu  to  suggest  that  it  st4XHi  on  a  diiTorent  footing  from 
theee.  It  is  certainly  remarkable  that  ilie  council  of  the 
following  year,  in  giving  a  detailed  description  of  what  woa 
done  at  the  council  of  381,  mentions  the  subject-matter  of  the 
so-called  first  canon  and  of  the  second,  as  well  as  the  ordJiia- 
iion  of  Nectarius  and  Flavian,  but  makes  no  allusion  to  ibis 
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third  canon.  Of  course,  this  mifiht  be  due  to  a  conviction  on 
their  part  that  Borne  would  never  accept  the  new  arrange- 
ment. Hut  if  it  really  was  one  of  the  first  three  canons  pro- 
perly enacted,  and  they  mention  the  subject-matter  of  the 
first  two,  but  keep  silence  as  to  this,  we  have  to  suppose  them 
guilty  of  a  dishonourable  reticence. 

We  are  therefore  dnven  to  the  conclnBion  that  the  decree 
of  which  Kocrates  speaks,  and  to  which  they  allude  in  their 
letter  to  Theodosius,  stood  on  a  different  footing  to  the  second 
,  And  fourth  canons.  It  was  an  arrangement  on  which  they 
agreed  amongst  themselves  after  Timothy  had  left,  and  which 
vould  therefore  concern  any  future  ecclesiastical  intercourse 
luetweon  Alexandria  and  Constantinople.  It  hod  nothing  to 
do  with  jurisdiction,  but  related  to  the  mere  question  of 
honorarj-  precedence  {Trpev^ela  rffs  Tt-f^ijs) .  It  did  not  concern 
Home,  An  it  would  have  dono  had  it  related  to  jurit!diction ; 
lor  in  that  case  they  knew  well  Rome  would  be  obliged  to 
have  her  say.  It  was,  after  a  time,  slipped  in  amongst  the 
canons. 

Tbeodoaias,  in  his  law  of  July  in  that  same  year,  adopt«d 
the  new  order  of  precedence  in  naming  the  prelates  who  in 
«ach  region  were  considered  orthodox.  But  this  rajglit  be 
due  to  the  petition  of  the  bishops  concerning  their  new  decree, 
not  to  its  figuring  amongst  canons  of  the  council ;  though, 
indeed,  it  would  be  unsafe  to  argtie  much  from  the  order  in 
the  law  of  July  30,  because  the  persons  named  therein  are  eo 
named,  not  because  of  the  dignity  of  their  sees,  but  their 
personal  merit. 

It  is,  however,  certain  that  Theodosius  approved  of  the 
move,  and  one  cannot  but  see  the  hand  of  the  quondam  civil 
functionary,'  now  bishop  of  the  Byzantine  capital,  in  the 
whole  matter,  and  conseriucntly  Socrates  may  be  bo  far  right 
in  placing  this  decree  immediately  after  the  ordination  of 
Nectarius,  that  it  was  due  to  his  particular  influence.  Theo- 
doiias  naturally  sanctioned,  if  he  did  not  also  promote  the 
arrangement,  for  although  a  good  Christian,  he  was  an 
«mperor.  His  auccessor  set  it  at  nought  when  precedence 
■would  have  involved  jurisdiction,  as  at  Ephesus. 

'  Keotarini. 
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The  reason  given  in  the  canon  for  thus  exalting  Constan- 
tinople over  ^Uexaudria  contains  a  curious  mixtare  of  Eact 
and  fiction.  *  Because  it  is  New  Borne '  was  the  ground 
aBfiigned.  Now  it  was  true  that  the  precedence  of  Old 
Borne  over  the  West,  viewing  the  West  as  its  patriarchate, 
was  in  one  sense  due  to  her  being  the  capital  of  the  empire ; 
but  it  was  an  arrangement  which  was  made  by  Rome  herself 
in  virtue  of  her  higher  relationsliip  to  the  Church.  Sho 
chose  to  rule  a  portion  of  her  world-wide  spiritnal  dominion 
in  the  character  of  Patriarch  ae  well  as  Tope ' — that  portion 
which  CRiuo  at  this  time  under  tlio  cini  rule  of  the  West, 
of  which  Rome  was  the  capital,  though  not  now  the  imperial 
residence.  It  is  theixTorc  ti'uo,  as  Canon  Bright  has  said, 
that  'the  representation'  contained  in  the  canon  was  'mi* 
foithful  to  the  facts,' ^  i.e.  untrue,  for  '  it  is  certain  *  (as  the 
Bame  writer  has  elsewhere  said)  'that  the  Bishop  of  Borne 
enjoyed  this  pre-eminence  not  simply  because  his  city  was 
Borne,  but  also  because  he  held  the  chair  of  Peler.' '  At  the 
same  time,  whilst  wrong  in  supposing  that  patriarchal  honours 
conld  be  assigned  to  a  enpital  because  it  was  a  capital  by 
themselves  and  the  emperor,  they  were  right  in  implyiut; 
that  the  patriarchate  uf  the  West  came  about  (in  one  sense) 
through  Home  being  the  capital ;  only  it  was  throogh  the 
choice  of  the  blessed  Apostle  Peter  and  his  successors  select- 
ing the  Papal  for  a  Patriarchal  centre.  We  have  no  reason 
to  sup^WKe  that  this  was  meant  to  bo  denied.^  Their  mistalni 
may  have  consisted  in  imagining  that  such  a  matter  as  even 

*  '  Id  the  deoreeft  of  the  bishopt  ol  Boiuu  lb«  disttaelion  beiwe«D  ihdr 
sapnmo  and  putrlujcliAl  jarudietion  ut  out  lUnajrB  (ullj  obaorroil ;  lliv  Utter  It  I 
oft«n  suppoilwl  Knd  cxalUtd  b/  the  farmer ;  tbe  on«  influenoea  the  other,  Mid.| 
not  unf»-<|Dently  both  flow  on  together:  th«t  ii>.  th«  hnbopiof  Bome  p«rfom{ 
muiy  Ihiog*  both  m  t'opM  ftnd  rfttriuchB.     The  I'ofMS  tbemMlvM  do  iwtj 
Always  draw  tbe  prec»«  line  of  diatiDotion ;  the;  powMwd.  lad«6d. 
powflfs  as  neoeMun  of  ht,  Peter,  uid  utt4.'n  iippi'*]  evpn  in  ftda  which 
eonneeted  immadJaldy  wiUi  their  palriiu-cbAi  Buihority  to  their  sopmne  i 
tiScal  pow«r '  ittolUoger,  Hist,  o/  tin  Churvh.  Period  II.  cap.  r.  $  4). 

'  Ca^uM*  of  tht  Finl  Four  General  Couneih.  b;  W.  Bri^t,  DJ)..  Cvwm 
of  ChriHt  Church,  KegioE  rroleSHor  of  Kodes.  HisL.  1S92,  p.  107. 

•  Iliilory tjf  th4  Ckurck.hyW.liri^U.V.XKl'^i.  ISW,  p.  IT*. 
<  U  minnii  inooDmitent  with  tbe  ■ubinit*tv«  tone  of  Uio  letter  sent  in  9S9 

Boom  to  aapfotQ  thai  tbej'  la  aojf  way  queetioaed  tbo  Knpremacjr  of  the  tie* 
Peter. 


— sai 
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honorary  prece<Ience,  when  it  concerned  two  of  the  tbrea 
Petfino  Sees  (.Vicxandria  and  ^Vntioch),  could  be  settled  by 
these  Eastern  bishops,  or  that  honorary  precedence  could  bu 
for  any  length  of  time  divorced  from  actual  jurisdiction.  May 
be  they  thought  to  bar  in  tlic  future  such  action  as  that  of 
Peter  of  Alexandria  in  allowing  his  bishops  to  ordoiu  Maxi- 
mna  to  Constantinople;  and  It  might  nnt  unnaturally  seem 
that  Antioch,  coiiBideriiii?  her  Ion H-atJUi ding  divisions,  would 
foe  better  protected  by  Coustautiuoplo  if  the  latter  held  the 
place  of  honour.  Aiid  they  could  count  on  Flavian,  in  his 
present  position,  owing  (as  ho  did)  his  election  to  the 
bishops  of  the  council,  acquiescing  in  an  arrangement  which 
commended  itself  to  the  poUtical  and  miUtary  instincts  of 
Theodosius. 

But  there  mingled  with  this  a  certain  lust  of  earthly 
hoDoor  which  culminated  in  the  great  sclilsm  which  was  con- 
BOinmated  through  the  uiiret^traineJ  ambition  of  tlic  ablest 
and  most  nnscrupnlouB  prelate  that  ever  managed  to  intrude 
himself  into  that  ill-fated  Byzantine  see.  The  decree  which 
goes  by  the  name  of  the  Third  Canon  of  Couutautinople 
was  the  germ  of  the  successful  mendacity  of  the  arch-rebel 
PhotiuB. 

{  IV. — The  Western  Diji(tpprm-al  of  the  Electicnt  of  FlavMn 

to  Antioclt. 

Thus  far,  then,  the  synod  wns  thoroughly  and  cxcIuaiTcly 
Eastern,  in  its  composition,  its  range  of  action,  and  its 
internal  discord.  There  was  no  idea  of  its  Bi*piring  to  the 
rank  of  an  oecumenical  synod.  But  whilst  it  ended  in  some 
confusion  and  disagreement  in  regard  to  the  Aniiochene 
troobles,  it  nevertheless  placed  itself  in  line  with  the  West 
in  the  matter  of  dogma.  But  they  sent  no  official  report  to 
Rome,  conscious,  doubtless,  of  the  impossibiUty  of  expecting 
Rome  to  accept  their  choice  of  Flavian.  The  account,  how- 
ever, of  what  had  taken  place  necessarily  reached  the  West, 
and  was  animadverted  upon  by  a  council  that  met  that 
,year  in  Reptemlwr  to  consider  the  cose  of  two  bishops  who, 
althongb  teaching  ^Vrian  doctrine,  refused  to  be  numbered 
amongst  the  Arians.    These  bishops  desired  to  bo  tried  before 
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an  oecnziieiucal  aynod;  but  St.  AmbroBC  and  (we  may  pre- 
sume) St.  Dainatius  considered  that  a  email  but  inHitential 
council  of  thirty-two  neighbouring  biehopB  was  Bufficiest  to 
adjudge  Iheir  case.  It  was  not  a  representative  synod  of  the 
West,  neither  Borne  (where  Dama^us  was  pressed  by  fresh 
oppoeition  from  bis  old  enemy  Ureinus)  nor  Spain  being  re- 
presented, although  their  letter  to  the  East  implies  that  tfaey 
were  acting  in  unison  with  Damasus. 

Its  president  was  a  great  and  holy  biKhop  name<1  Valerian, 
and  its  ruling  spirit  was  St.  Ambro*«e  himself.  This  council, 
which  met  at  Aquileia,  addressed  a  letter  to  the  Emperor 
Theodoeius,  which  is  of  importance  as  showing  that  tlie  West 
had  long  ago  accepted  Uie  compact  between  St.  Meletius  uul 
Paulinas  as  to  the  survivor  being  sole  successor  at  Antioelk^ 
They  say  that,  owing  to  the  (UsBensions  there,  they  had  intended 
sending  legates  from  the  West  to  compose  the  strife,*  bnt  Uu^ 
'  since  our  desires  could  not  take  effect  at  that  time  owing  to 
public  disturbances,  we  presume  that  our  petitions  were  prfr- 
eented  to  your  Piety,  in  which  we  asked,  in  accordance  with  a 
compact  between  the  parties,  that  on  the  decease  of  one  the 
churches  might  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  survivor,  and 
there  should  be  no  attempt  to  ordain  anyone  over  his  hsad.* 

Snch  had  been  their  previous  petition,  after  they  had 
heard  of  the  compact  made  before  the  Antiochene  Synod  of 
A.D.  879,  in  which  St.  Meletius  and  his  friends  signed  the 
•Tomo  of  the  Westerns  '  and  sent  it  to  Borne.  This,  however, 
had  now  been  rendered  nselesfl,  owing  to  what  had  taken  plac« 
at  Constantinople.'    Accordingly  they  proceed  to  say :  *  And 

*  'Qai  MqUMtns  et  mrbltrl  refnodAndw,  li  fieri  potMt,  pada  aziilmal* 
(Mansi,  t.  ifi.  p.  flSS). 

'  Ur.  Puller  re«u  mncb  of  hU  ftrfnitaeot  (Prm.  SS.  p.  849)  eooeamia^  tb», 
coaiiouwl  ou»t«iic«of  the  brvKh  wiUi  Itome  utA  ti\.  Ualetiiu  on  UuB  MMr  m 
iba  Butjoevding  one  frotn  Milan,     lie  argiies  that  the  Coanoi)  o(  Aijuilidadid 
not  know  ol  whM  bad  taken  plaoc  ol  Cnnitantmople,  and    bence    made    a 
propoaal  aboat  the  BomTor  of  oither  bishop  at  Antiooh.    Bat  thJa  l«  ImpoaaiU* 
for  two  r«a«oiu,  vix. :  (L)  it  ii  impoaaiblv  to  auppove  that  tbej  would  ask  (or  ftj 
*  fuller  oouodl '  at  Alexandria  (as  they  did  In  this  letter)  belan  thtj  kaom  tbaj 
isBue  of  the  ooancU  at  Coniit&iitiiiople,  and  (3)  tbey  knew  of  Theodoaos*  law  <<' 
July,  for  tliey  tbank  him  for  passing  it.  and  this  taw  wai  paiwd  wtbemuwidj 
to  tb4  Council  of  Cooatanlinople,  aud  brings  in  tba  twiM  ol  KasUliaa.  wfaft 
waa  ordained  at  that  oouueil. 
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tLerefore  we  aak  and  beseech  you,  moet  clement  and  Christian 
emperors,  to  convoke  tho  whole  bod}'  of  Catholic  bishops  to  a 
coancU  to  be  held  at  Aleiandria,  who  may  fully  di&cuss  and 
settle  tho  qoealion  as  to  who  are  to  be  adraittfid  to  communion 
and  who  are  to  have  their  communion  with  ub  maintained.' 

They  had  said  in  the  same  letter  that  they  vera  hound  to 
liave  a  care  for  the  PauIiniBts  at  Antioch,  because  they  had 
lontj  ago  received  the  letters  of  both  sides.'  What  they  intimate 
IB,  thai  they  cannot  throw  oTor  PaoUnuB  and  his  followers, 
which  the  acceptasice  of  Flavian  would  uivolve.  They  had 
<ince  hoped  to  send  legates,  but  that  being  impossible  under 
the  circumatances.  they  had  sent  letters  which  they  think  the 

j.«mperor  must  have  received,'  in  which  they  had  asked  for 

rihe  imperial  sanction  of  the  compact  entered  into  by  the  two 
adee.  Tliat  compact  having  been  set  aside,  Le.  at  the  Council 
of  Constantinople,  they  now  ask  for  a  General  Council  to  meet 
at  Alexandria,  and  conRider  '  to  whom  commimion  should  be 
given  and  with  whom  it  should  be  maintained '  '—i^.  whe- 
ler  they  should  extend  their  communion  to  the  followers  of 

fMeletius  now  plaeeil  under  Flavian.  For  thomselves  they 
wish  the  compact  to  stand  ('  tjuod  Rtore  volumus  *).  We  learn 
from  Sozomen  that  several  at  .\ntioch  at  once  decided  to  join 
the  party  of  Paalinus,  as  they  presumed  St.  Melctius  would 
have  wished  thom  to  do,  and  so  these  Western  bishops  say 
that  they  do  not  wish  any  of  these  to  seem  neglected, '  who  also 
in  accordance  with  the  compact,  which  we  desire  should  stand, 
have  asked  for  our  communion.'  *  They  therefore  ask  for  a 
ler  council  ('  ccttu  plcniore ')  than  that  of  Constantinople, 

^vhich  will  have  a  better  chance  of  restoring  peace. 

Very  shortly  after  this,  another  council  seems  to  have 
met  at  Milan,'^  in  which  the  bishops  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  it  would  be  better  to  have  the  council  at  Kome  itself,  to 
decide  the  affair  of  Nectarias,  whose  ordination  they  considered 

'  *  nWnsqiis  purtiB  dndum  oAcepinui  )iU/n»  '  {he.  cit-). 
1  •  OblkUa  pietati  veaUtt  ojpinftmat  pr«c«i  aoitraa.' 
■  Muil.  t.  ill.  p.  684. 

*  *  Qui  el  paeto,  quod  iture  velamiiB,  eommunionem  nostnun  roeftront '  {loe. 

*  So  H«fale  ud  other*  tbink.    Muiu  maXea  tbe  Iflttar  onljr  k  leoood  fron 
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illegitimate.  From  whiit  follows  we  may  aRsume  that  St. 
Damasiis  himseif,  whilst  he  would  have  supported  Gr^ory  aa 
against  Maximus,  felt  that  Maximas'  ordination  had  elements 
of  eanonicity  which  were  lacking  iji  the  case  of  Nectarius.'^ 
The  letter  of  this  Council  of  Milan  further  cenaares  the 
election  of  I'lavian  in  place  of  Melctius.  They  say  that  the 
confusion  which  had  recently  ('  nuper,'  i.e.  at  Constantinople) 
takt'ii  place  is  iuLlfSoribHljk'.  Things  now  stand  thns,  •  We 
had  written  long  ago '  ('  diidum,'  i.e.  long  before  the  Coancil  of 
Constantinople,  alluding  to  the  letters  spoken  of  above  as 
having;  been  sent  instead  of  legates,  aftyr  they  knew  of  lh« 
compact  between  Meletius  and  PauUnus)  *  that,  since  the  tdty 
of  Antioch  had  two  bishops,  Paulinus  and  Meletius,  whom  we 
considered  to  agree  in  fuitb,  either  peace  and  concord  should 
be  established  between  them  without  detriment  to  ecclesiastical 
order,  or  that,  at  any  rate,  whichever  of  them  died  before  the 
other,  there  should  be  no  election  in  the  place  of  the  deceased 
whilst  the  otber  lived.  But  now  that  Meletius  has  died  .  .  . 
it  in  said  that  one  baa  been  not  so  much  substituted  as  intruded 
into  his  place.*  '  And  this  is  said  to  have  been  done  with  tbe 
consent  and  by  the  advice  of  Kectarius.  the  regularity  of 
whose  ordination  doeu  not  seem  clear  to  us.  For  in  the  council 
lately  {nnper),'  Ac. 

Now  from  this  letter  we  gather  that  there  had  been  na 
formal  notification  of  the  enactments  at  Constantinople,  but 
that  information  hatl  reaehe<l  them,  an  it  mu»t  have  done  oven 
before  September  (tbe  date  of  the  Council  of  Aqnileia)  as  to  tbe 
course  of  events  at  Constantinople — and  information  of  a 
BolBciently  precise  nature  to  justify  them  in  writing  about  it 
to  the  emperor,  and  calling  it  a  state  of  iuexpUcable  confosioD. 
Further,  they  allude  to  letters  which  had  been  sent  to  the 
emperor  concerning  the  eomjiact  long  ago  ('  dudum ') — that  is, 
as  compared  with  the  Council  of  Constantinople,  of  which  they 
gpe^k  as  comparatively  recent  ('  nuper  *).  These  conid  only  ha' 
been  the  tetters  to  whicb  the  bishops  at  Aquileia  alluded 
liaving  been  sent  previous  to  the  Council  of  ConBtantinopIc. 

'  Tbin  cxpUlns  ibe  kppMvnt  chuig?  of  front  on  the  pitrt  of  DunHos.  II 
u,  however,  qoito  possible  tb»t  it  inu  k  re«l  chAtif^e  of  miad  in  oonMqnanoB  ol 
informition  M  lo  wlitl  bftpi>«Qad  it  ConitAotioopU. 


: 
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low  that  the  compact  had  been  set  aside,  thoy  ask  for  a 
'^larger  council.    It  is  therefore  quite  certain  from  theae  lettera 
that  vheu  St.  Meletias  vent  to  Constantinople  be  was  a  bishop 
accepted  by  liome,'  and  absolutely  certain  that  lie  died  in 
commuaion  with  Home.'    Indeed,  considering  what  has  been 
advanced  above,'  it  iray  he  safely  said  that  he  had  been  in 
coDimuniun  with  Rome  dui'iug  the  interval  between  the  Synod 
of  Antioch  i^79)  and  hla  death.     And  further,  no  case  has 
made  out  for  the  assertion  that  he  was  ever  excommuni- 
cated by  Rome.     It  must  be  remembered  that  the  refusal  to 
acknowledge  a  pertion  us  bishop  is  by  no  mcana  equivalent  to 
excommtmication,  and  again,  that  the  refusal  of  letters  of 
lintercoursc  may  mean  somotiiing  much  less  than  a  decision 
Itiiat  the   person  to   whom  they  are   refused   is   under  the 
excommtmicatio  »wjor, 

KoTE. —  It  will  he  seen  that  I  liave  ilrawn  a  perfectly  opiioslte 
ooDcloaiou  from  the  above  letters  to  that  iloduced  by  Mr.  Puller, 
•Prim.  BS.'  pp.  247-251.  He  regards  tbein  aa  cunLaiiiing  a  demon- 
stration that  bt.  Melctius  was  out  of  communion  with  Borne  ac 
the  time  of  the  Council  of  Conatantinople.  It  may  well  be  asked, 
Whence  this  difference?  It  originates  in  the  niniple  fact  that  Mr. 
Puller  has  disrogardod  the  ordinary  ruleB  of  grammar  in  his  tranfi- 

ylation  of  the  first  letter.  He  trannlates  the  past  tense  in  the  Latin 
the  present  in  Enghsh.  '  Oblatas  pietati  vestrte  opinamur 
pTBCes  nostras,  quibus  partium  pactum  poposcimus,  ut  .  ,  .  per- 

inancrent  .  .  .  attentozetur.*  is  all  in  the  past.    But  Mr.  Puller 

^acfcoally  translates  jMjmiciwiui  '  we  pray,'  and  oblatas  as '  should  bo 
offered,'  and  permanerent  as  '  may  reinaii] '  (p.  250),  which  alters 
the  whole  sense.     He  then,  to  inake  it  more  complete,  understands 

[fivnc  JfeUtio  deftmcto  as  meaning  that  the  biKho]is  at  Milan  had  now, 
i.e.  since  the  Council  of  Aquihia,  heaid  of  Metetlus'  death.  One 
could  wish  thai  Mr.  Puller  IjiuI  restrained  blmsilf  a  little  in  maldng 
Buch  Bwoeping  aocusationi*  about  otberB  rendering  history  an 
impoeaibihty  as  he  has  indulged  in  on  p.  827.  Nothing  smely  can 
equal  the  hardihood  of  turning  the  past  tense  into  the  present,  and 
len  making  the  passage  thus  translated  the  pivot  of  his  argument 
to  the  relalion  of  St.  MeletiuN  to  the  See  of  Peter.    As  has  beea 


■  Tber  Bpeak  of '  two  bisliopt.' 

*  They  had  '  long  ago  '  scat  lettere  to  b&tlj. 


•p.«a9. 
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Been  mthetosi  above  (cf.  also  note  top.  2G'i).  what  the  bisbopa  araj 
speaking  of  when  they  wish  the  eubjectof  whom  tliey  shouLd 
to  comiuaQioD  to  be  dealt  with,  is  Ote  state  of  thitiga  that  had  < 
in  consequence  of  yUivian's  ekctvorvt  not  the  matter  of  oommunic 
with  St.  Moletius,  *Priin.  S8..  p.  BSO  (l^t  line).'  So  that  ii 
of  its  beuig  '  perfectly  clear  from  this  letter  that  St.  Meletius  up  to 
the  time  of  hiB  death  was  stiil  cat  off  from  the  commauioa  of  the 
Western  Church,  -which  was  so  fiilly  represented  at  Aqoileia ' 
(p.  251],  it  seems  perfectly  clear  that  the  eiact  opposite  is  tbetmlb. 
As  for  the  West  being  ■  so  fully  represented  at  Aqnileia,'  that  is  a 
minor  matter,  hut  it  is  diBicuH  to  see  how  the  West  cotild  bo  folly 
represented,  without  Rome  or  Spain,  by  thirty-two  bisbope.  So 
that  on  p.  261  (kiit  line)  of  Mr.  Puller's  book  the  word  *  Flanao  ' 
sboold  be  substituted  for  the  words  '  St.  Meletius ' — in  other  words, 
the  whole  superstructure  of  argument  so  laboriously  built  up  by  i£r. 
Poller  faXia  to  the  ground. 
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§  L — Councils  of  CotutanHnoplt  and  Ilome  (362). 

closing  tbe  eecond  perio<l  it  will  be  well  to  ta^e  a- 
rapici  survey  of  tbe  action  taken  by  the  East  and  West  in 
regard  to  the  council  which  met  at  Constantinople  in  881, 
in  order  to  see  how  the  whole  matter  ended  in  peace  for  tbe 
distracted  East.  Two  groat  synods  were  held,  one  at  Con- 
stantinople and  the  other  at  Rome,  in  882,  instead  of  a  larger 
one  of  East  and  West  in  one  place. 

I.  The  West  having  (p.  266)  expressed  its  dissatisfaction 
with  the  doings  of  the  council  at  Constantinople  in  regard  to  the 
appointment  of  Neetarius  to  Constantinople  and  of  Flavian  to 
Antioch,  now  demanded  a  General  Council,  and  saggcstcd 
Alexandria  as  the  best  place  wherein  to  meet.  What  Theo- 
dosios  actually  did  was  to  summon  a  fresli  synod  to  Constan- 
tinople.  Meanwhilf-  St.  Damasns  (for  by  the  West  we  must 
understand  St.  Damasus  and  the  Western  bishops]  proceeded  a 
step  further  and  proiwsed  a  General  Council  to  meet  at  Rome.' 
Tliis  invitation,  however,  came  too  late.  Numerous  bishops 
had  already  met  at  Constantinople  and  left  their  dioceses  for 
Che  time  that  would  be  required  for  a  synod  there,  and  had  not 
mode  arrangements  which  would  permit  of  their  extending 
their  journey,  neither  {it  would  aeem  from  what  they  say) 
had  they  met  at  Constantinople  In  such  numbers  as  would  be 


■  TheodoTflt  Bpeftka  ol  'Uw  West'  CBllIng  for  •  eoaooil  of  EuUrnjuid 
WMtcrai.  Bot.  u  MerondA  obferrea,  everybody  kiiowt  ('  D«mo  qui  nesoit ')  that 
by  Ifais  cxpTeagioD  tho  I'opt  is  fMqa«ntly  meiiDt  (Gufa  S.  Da*ruui,  cap.  xx. 
i  i),  Ueremlft  aUo  thinks  thftt  the  letter  written  by  the  Emperor  Qi&tian  to 
Dwiiuna  ftboot  MMmbling  a  synod,  mealioned  io  Iho  Lib.  Sjfjwdic.  cap.  IxiIt. 
■      ref«n  to  th«  Coaneil  of  Aquilao. 
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required  for  an  o^cumonical  council  of  East  and  West.     This 
they  stated   in   their   letter,  which   they  at   once   wrote  to 
8t.  Damasus  and  the  Western  bishops.    In  that  letter,  after 
cordially  '    responding  to  the  desire  of  the  West   to  brini 
mntters  to  a  peacefnl  issue,  and  speaking  of  themselves 
'  members  *  of  the  West  (as  containing,  it  might  perhaps  b«1 
fairly  argued,  their  heiid'),  they  say  that  '  it  was  indeed  cur 
wish,  if  possible,  to  leave  our  Churches  in  a  body  and  gratify 
tho  noed  or  desire,"  i.e.  of  repairing  to  Rome.    •  For  '  (they 
continue)  '  who  will  give  us  wings  like  doves  to  flee  away  and 
be  at  rest  ivith  tfou  ? '     In  the  West  was  their  true  home — 
60  the  expression  used  implies ; "  there  was  their  mother,  who 
could  gather  them  under  her  wings  and  give  them  shelter 
and  peace.    But  this,  they  plead,  was  simply  an  impoRsibility 
at  present.    It  was  impossible  to  leave  their  Chnrcbrs  for  so 
long,  or  to  Bend  notice   to  the  other   biuhops.     They  hadj 
already  *  flocked  in  eaRer  haste '  to  Constantinople  *  '  in  couse>f 
quencc  of  (ix)  the  letters  sent  by  your  WortbineBs  last  year 
after  the  synod  at  Aquileia/  to  the  most  God-loving  Emperor 
Theodosins.'    It  would  therefore  now  be  impossible  to  let  the 
other  bishops  know.    This  last  reason  throws  some  light  on 
this  Synod  of  S82  at  Constantinople.    It  was  not  the  ]60' 
Fathers  who  met,  except  by  roprescntation.     Of  coarse,  w«1 
know  that   St.    Gregory  of   Nazianzus  refused   to  attend ; 
and  we  do  not  know  how  many  others  did  the  same.    They 
themselves  call  the  synod  of  the  la*t  year  (*  irSpvat '  [881]) 

'  BorerftI  wTit«n  on  the  snTijrrc  imsgiiiA  thkt  thoM  SMtcm  btthoM' 
DOt  einoen  in  what  ihtj  sud.    There  U  at«olal«l7  nothing  in  Uie  woi^  Umt' 
nae  to  eantty  th«  notion  of  bjrpocrifly. 

■  Of  ooono  tbD7  migbt  mtma  oalj  to  apeak  of  being  m»mb«e  mm  ol 
uiother,  hat  the  context  snggseta  the  above  nesning. 

*  MuisUt.  iii.  p-  fifU:  fh  iftSit.  Cf.  the  wclMmowa  eipruiion  In  RL 
John  i.  1,  wpht  T^r  9<^v,  iniUc«ting  the  infinite  rommuaion  of  tbc  Boa  oith  Um 
FKlher,  tho  wnyh  fc^rqrvt.  Tbo  Orctk  prvpoBJtion  In  lach  eoDl«xt«  U  eqaifv- 
lent  to  the  Franeb  '  ohri  vou.'  JeruHolent  wm  the  tnotber-Choreb  m  th« 
olOer ;  Roin«  vu  tbeir  toother  u  the  prueot  centra  of  tliv  Chttnb. 

*  tfi>*4«Spa^4*a/>**'<  lit.  *  We  hftd  ran  logetbw.' 

*  It  is  Uienforo  evident  tluit  the  onl^r  o(  tliiofpi  wu  tbU.    SI.  Daoamm,  ' 
eoneerl  with   the  biehops  at  A<|ntlri^  had  pro]x>M^  a  coondl  at  AlexuiAri 
Tb«  BMlcrns  were  at  onw  anminoDcd  by  TboodoUuB  lo  Constantinople.  wb«i«^ 
thtjr  itooived  tbe  STibMqaflnt  invitation  to  IkHne  vhich  li  r«<onlod  in   ijtmt 
l«lt«r  from  Ute  ooanoU  held  (as  is  lappoaed)  nt  Uilan. 
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<scumeiucal,  not  their  owu — a  term  which  they  could  hardly 
have  meant  to  use  even  of  that  in  its  ftiiJ  bit^nllicance,  unless 
in  the  sense  that  the  dogmaticdccisions,  being  but  an  echo  of  the 
pronouncements  already  promulgated  in  the  Weet,  witiiesseil 
to  the  universal  acceptance  of  the  teachiiiKof  the  Roman  Synod 
of  372.  Probably,  however,  they  used  the  word  in  the  same 
way  that  the  A^icans  used  the  word  imiversaU  i.e.  of  a  Synod 
of  All  Africa. 

This  whole  letter  is  a  witness  to  the  fact  that  the  East  had 
no  idea  of  such  a  thing  as  the  independence  of  national 
Churches.  Neither  provincee,  nor  even  the  whole  of  the  East, 
felt  themselves  at  liberty  to  plead  that  they  could  manage 
their  own  affairs  without  reference  to  the  West.' 

They  then  proceed  to  say  that  they  had  adopted  the  next 
best  course  (&  Beunpov  ^c)  by  way  of  righting  matters  and 
showing  their  love '  for  the  Western  bishops.  *  Wo  asked 
Cyriacus,  Eusebius,  and  Priscianus  to  imdertake  the  work 
willingly  of  going  to  you,  and  through  these  we  show  our  own 
peaeefiil  determination,  and  how  wo  aim  at  unity.'  They 
then  describe  their  faith  in  exact  accord  with  the  teaching 
sent  originally  by  the  Roman  Synod  (372)  on  the  subject  of 
the  Third  PorRon  nf  the  Holy  Trinity,  and  they  refer  to  St. 
Damasns  and  the  Westerns  for  a  further  explanation  of  their 
faith  to  a  certain  doctrinal  formulary,  which  they  speak  of  as 
•the  Tome  which  was  adopted'  at  Antioch  by  the  synod  as- 
sembled there,  and  to  the  Tome  put  forth  last  year  at  Con- 
Btantinople  by  the  (Ecumenical  Synod.'  This  passage  proves 
two  things:  first,  that  the  Council  of  3ft2  did  not  regard  itself 
simply  as  a  session  of  the  Council  of  391,  but  as  a  separate 
synod  ;  and  secondly,  that  the  so-callcJ  Ir'ifth  Canon  of  the 

'  The  letter  of  TheodosinB  qnoted  by  Mr.  Puller  (Prim.  SS.  p.  274)  does  not 
exist;  uid  though  it  did  once  exist,  it  piobabi;  hud  nothing  in  do  with  this 
matter:  and.  if  it  hnd,  it  wm  denounoed  by  St.  Ambioee  u  erroooons  io  iU 
l«tebit)K  (ci.  Apppndis  III.  p.  479}. 

'  1  tocl  mywlf  (juite  Quuble  to  t&k^  the  line  that  ihea^  bJshops  wora  mere 
hypoeritee.  Withont  rating  them  too  iui^h.  (bey  lutut  L&va  hud  Clio  courage  of 
their  opinion))  auflicienUy  to  eay  bo,  if  tfaoy  wum,  us  tome  suppose,  all  the  while 
ofle&ded  iritb  the  West.  At  uiy  rate,  they  thought  it  best  to  say  the  exsot 
oppotile.   They  were  oot  the  tame  m  thote  of  the  prerions  year. 

■  I  have  thtu  translated  yryttn^fiiiv.  ft*  being  s  word  whieh  does  not  noooe- 
■arily  imply  that  the  faishope  at  Antioch  drew  it  uji  thcraMlTee. 
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(Ecumenical  Council  belongfl  to  the  asflpmbly  of  the  Second 
Synod  of  382.'  The  Council  of  381  put  forth  a  Tome,  wid 
the  Council  of  382  embodied  it  in  a  canon. 

What,  then,  was  the '  Tome  of  the  Wostorna,'  the  doctrinal 
formulary  ailopted  at  Antioch  and  identical  at  least  in  noh- 
stance  vith  that  put  forth  al  (he  (Ecumenical  Council  of  Con- 
Btanlinople  ?  Hefele  has  funiiKhed  most  eoiivincinR  proofc  ■ 
that  it  was  the  doctrinal  formulary  addressed  by  St.  Damasoa 
and  his  synod  of  36il  to  the  £aat,  sent  formally  and  officially 
in  372  in  response  to  St.  BaBil's  entreaties  for  help.  It  was 
all  that  St  DamasuB  had  seen  it  in  his  power  to  do  at  thai 
time.  He  settled  the  faith,  as  contained  implicitly  in  ihd 
Nicenc  Creed,  eoncerning  tho  Third  Person  of  the  II0I3*  Trinity, 
and  sent  back  the  Eastern  legate,  Dorotheus,  with  this  formu- 
lary. For  the  rest,  he  could  but  wait  on  Divine  Providence 
to  come  to  the  aid  of  the  East.  It  came  in  the  form  of  an 
orthotlox  Eastern  emperor,  who  entered  upon  his  career  of 
pacification  by  insisting  on  his  subjects,  who  wtsbod  to  be 
called  Catholic,  practising '  the  religion  delivered  to  the  liomanM 
by  the  Divine  Ai>oatle  Peter,"  as  taught  now  by  the  Pontiff 
DamaauB,  with  whom  at  that  time  the  saintly  successor  of 
Bt.  Athanaaius  agreed. 

So  that  the  object  which  Tbcodosios  originally  had  moat  at 
heart  when,  on  leaving  The^Hnlonica  shortly  after  his  baptism^ 
he  summoned  a  general  council  of  the  East  at  Conetantinople, 
had  now  been  achieved.  The  '  faith  of  Damasua '  had  already, 
aficording  to  Theodorot.  been  made  the  touchstone  of  ortho- 
doxy at  Antioch  when  the  prefect  Sapor  decided  to  whom  the 
churches  held  by  the  Ariana  ahonld  be  handed  over.  The 
emperor  had  further  been  able  to  point  in  the  previoas  year 
to  Nectarius,  Timothy.  Helladius,  Gregory  of  Nyasa,  and  others 
in  hifi  law  of  July,  381,  as  the  orthodox  centres  in  the  Ea«t, 
for  each  of  these  could  now  be  said  to  hold,  on  the  vexed 
questions  of  the  day,  that  which  '  the  religion  taught  up  to 
this  time  declares  to  have  been  delivered  to  the  Bomana  by 

*  The  cuioD  rum  tbas :  '  A.fl  to  the  Tomfl  of  Uw  W«8t«nu,  ve  klw  rame- 
nloeil  thow  in  AatJoch  who  oonleu  dim  UoiUifiAd  of  the  Father  «id  Son  ud 
Holjr  Ohost.' 

'  Thef  •eem  lo  ia«  to  unount  lo  demoDsinUion. 
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the  divine  Apostle  Peter.*  Aud  now  the  council  assembled  at 
ConBtantinopIe  (382)  to  establish  peace  could  report  that  thoir 
*  (KcDmenical  *  Council  of  the  previous  year  (JJ81)  had  profossed 
the  same  faith,  and  they  were  able  to  tell  the  Vfest  that  they 
unaniuioa&ly  accepted  in  the  East  the  doctrinal  formulary 
which  had  issaed  from  Rome  in  the  midst  of  their  troubles 
under  Valens,  and  had  been  accepted  by  St.  Meletiua  and  hia 
B^nod  at  Antioch,  two  or  three  years  previously,  aud  by  the 
more  General  Council  of  381.'  So  far,  then,  as  the  faith 
was  concerned,  the  East  had  now  been  brought  into  line  with 
the  West. 

But  peace  was  not  yet  restored ;  for  the  new  Bishops  of 
Constantinople  and  Antioch  had  not  yet  received  the  assent  of 
the  Bishop  of  Rome  to  their  appointment.  Meanwhile  the 
council,  which  had  been  origiuaUy  intended  as  cecameuical, 
met  at  Borne,  shorn  of  the  Eastern  contingent  that  met  at 
Constantinople,  bat  one  of  the  most  remarkable  s^iiods  as 
concerned  its  composition  that  had  assembled  during  the 
reign  of  Damasas. 

There  was  St.  Ambrose  himself,  the  foremost  prelate  of 
his  time,  the  spiritual  guide  of  the  Western  emperor,  and  the 
spiritual  father  of  the  great  Augustine ;  the  metropolitan  of 
the  city  (Milan)  selected  by  the  emperor  for  his  frequent 
residence ;  a  bishop  who  has  more  vividly  impressed  his 
zuQmory  npon  the  West  than  perhaps  any  other  Western  saint 
of  that  critical  time. 

The  great  Bibhop  of  Thessalonica,  St.  AschoUus,  who  had 
baptised  the  Eastern  emperor,  bad  also  come  with  the  spocial 
desire  of  meeting  St.  Ambrose  in  the  Hesh.  He  came  in  hia 
anchorite's  garment,  and  found  his  brother  saint  ill  in  bed. 
St.  Ambrose  himself  (describes  their  meeting,'  their  long 
embrace,  the  tears  they  shed. 

There  was  the  great  St.  Jcromo,  t}ie  student  of  Iloly 
Scripture,  who  bad  drunk  in  the  theology  of  St.  Gregory  of 
Kazianzus  from  his  own  lijw,  to  whose  inspection  St.  Gregory 
of  Nyssa  bad  submitted  his  writings,  aud  who  was  one  day  to 
be  the  instructor  of  St.  Augustine  himself. 

There  was,  above  all,  the  great  Saint  Epiphanius,  one  of 

'  It  had  not  jvi  tbt  ixgiii  to  th«  UU4  (Ecameoioftl.        '  Ep.  xr.  n.  10. 
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the  greatest  men  of  the  day ;  born  in  Palestine,  brought  ap 
a  Jew,  converted  by  the  sight  of  a  monk  giving  anay  his 
garmont  to  clothe  a  beggar ;  the  friend  of  St.  Athanasios ; 
inhabitant  of  the  Thebaid  aa  an  anchorite,  where  the  monas- 
teries rang  with  the  fame  of  his  many  miracles ;  drawn  out 
of  his  cell  against  his  will  and  made  Bishop  of  Sal&mis — a 
man  consulted  by  East  and  West,  profoundly  versed  in 
Hebrew  and  Syriac  and  Greek,  one  who  had  investigated 
to  its  depths  every  heresy,  and  who  was  called  '  the  Apostle, 
the  new  John,  the  herald  of  the  Lord.' 

Theee  great  saints  were  now  in  the  city  of  St.  Pefcer  and 
St.  Paul.  And  there  was  one  object,  which  must  have  had 
ft  special  interest  for  them  at  that  time — the  chair  of  Peter. 
8t.  Damasus  had  built  a  new  l>aptistery,  and  placed  the 
chair  of  Peter  in  it,  to  which  the  description  be  pnt  up  in 
this  boptistery  alludes — 

Una  Petri  sedM,  onom  reramija*  Uraeram.' 


St.  Optatus,  the  African  biBhop,  had  lately  written  his 
work  against  the  Donatists,  and  in  answer  to  their  boast  th&t 
they  had  a  Buccesaor  of  Pet«r  in  liome,  having  consecrated  4 
bishop  for  Rome,  named  Macrobius,  for  their  own  sect,  he  had 
written  thus,  '  In  fact,  if  Macrobius  be  asked  where  he  sits  in 
Borne,  can  he  say,  In  the  Chair  of  Peter  ?^which  T  am  not 
aware  that  he  hw  over  seen  with  his  eyes,  and  whose  shrine 
ho,  as  a  heretic,  has  never  approached.' 

St.  Ambrose,  St.  Ascholius,  St.Epiphanius,  and  St.  Jerome 
may  be  thought  of  in  devout  reverence  at  the  shrine  of  Pet^r, 
one  in  theii  faith,  as  expressed  by  St.  Ambrose  in  the  Council 
of  Aquileta,  that  from  Home  'the  riglits  of  venerable  com- 
munion flow  nbroad  to  all.* ' 

Til  fortunately,  the  Acts  of  this  important  synod  hara 
perished,  and  we  can  only  guess  at  its  decisions  by  the  action 
of  the  West  towards  the  EaKt  subsequent  to  the  assembly. 

Hitherto  St.  Damasus  had  expressed  his  disapproval  of 
Maximus'  appointment  to  Constantinople  privately,  before  the 
appointment  bad  been  made ;  *  but  the  Council  of  Aqoileia, 


Uuiij.  I.  iU.  p,  «M. 


*  Dunu.  Eju  ad  Atekol 
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which  met  by  his  authority,'  and  was  presided  over  by 
Valeriau  and  attended  by  St,  Ambrose,  who  was  its  ruling 
spirit,  had  asked  for  a  general  council  at  Alt^xaiidria,  in  cou- 
eeqoence  of  its  being  obhged  to  say  in  the  name  of  the  West 
that  the  arrnngements  of  the  Council  of  C'oneitaiitinoiile  (381), 
coiic«rmng  either  Maximua,  who  had  apparently  appealed  to 
it,  or  eouyeniing  the  see  of  Antiocb,  would  never  meet  with 
their  approval. 

But  the  Council  of  Milan  hod  gone  furlhor,  being  doubt- 
leaa  in  poaseesion  of  furthnr  details.  It  had  protested  against 
the  appointment  of  NoctariuB,  and  asked  the  emperor  to 
Bend  his  hi»hops  to  Ikime.  That  moBt  extraordinary  man, 
Maximna.  had  apjK'ared  iu  the  West,  having  probably  dropped 
his  yellow  wifi  and  philoaophor's  mantle  and  staff,  and  had 
claimed  the  privilege  of  appeal.  lie  had  not  handed  in  an 
appeal  whilst  in  the  East,  and  hence  his  ease  did  not  techni- 
cally corny  under  the  operation  of  the  Nic^jiio-Sardican  (^anon. 
But  the  principle  of  that  canon  might  fairly  be  invoked,' 
and  the  cooncil  did  claim  that  the  Enst  should  act  in 
accordance  with  its  provision.^  The  Ka^t  ought  to  have 
waited  for  the  sentence  of  the  West,  tho  council  says.  It  dis- 
claims the  idea  of  making  itself  the  court  of  first  instance, 
but  claims  to  be  consulted  in  the  matter,*  It  was  one  which 
oonld  not  be  concluded  iu  the  East ;  there  must  be  a  common 
jadgment.' 

All  this  must  have  been  reviewed,  at  the  great  synod  at 
Borne  in  S82,  ly  the  Pope,  by  St.  Ambrose,  St.  Epiphanius, 
St.  Aacholius,  St.  Jerome,  and  the  bishops  in  synod.  What 
they  decided  can  onl}'  be  conjectured  from  the  sequence  of 
events,  which  was  as  follows: — Maximua  was  disowned  by 
ibe  West,  the  two  consecrators  of  Flavian  were  excommuni- 
cated, but  towards  Flavian  himself  Rome  maintained  silence,^ 

'  Ct.  VaUtii  Nota  apod  Sotom.  lib.  lii.  o.  9  ;  and  M«r«Qda,  Otata  Darnasi 
(MigfiK,  p.  838). 

■  Viz.  that  no  bishop  ahoald  be  appointed  daring  an  appeal  to  Borne. 

*  HaDii,  t  iii.  682.  Not  tnentioninf;  the  flanoo.  bnt  obvioDil;  Arguing  upon 
ita  Uaaa.  *  rri^roRativuii  exarninii  (Aoitir.  Ep.  xili.). 

*  A  common  judgroenl  is  not  nooossarily  one  in  wbioh  all  pa.TlicB  an  on  a 
pv.  And  all  eontribul«  the  same  amount  of  authority,  but  ia  which  alJ.  bend 
■ad  moibsn  as  well,  join.  *  iri«nr^v  »Jx*»  (tios.). 
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neither  pasBiog  actual  sentence  upon  him  nor  admitting  bis 
claim — placing  him,  in  fact,  in  much  the  same  |x>Bitinn  ns 
that  held  by  St.  Meletius  before  379,  i.e.  neither  excommoni- 
oated  nor  atiopteJ  by  Rome' — whilst  the  East  applied  to 
Home  for  its  approbation  of  Ncctarius,  thus  acting  in  accord- 
ance with  theroqucst  of  the  Council  of  MUan,  that  the  matter 
should  not  be  concluded  in  the  East.  Theodosius  did  not 
consider  Nnctarius'  position  safe  without  Rome'B  approval; 
accordingly,  a  tiolemn  embassy  of  bishops  and  imperial 
officials  ^  was  dispatched  to  Rome  for  her  approbation,  the 
emperor  asking  for  a  letter  of  communion  to  *  confirm  the 
episcopal  position'  of  Nectarius.^  The  Council  of  382  had 
used  an  expression  in  the  end  of  their  syuodical  letter  to 
Damasus  tu  the  same  effect ;  they  express  a  hope  that 
Damuaus  and  the  West  will  *  congratulate  *  them  on  whafc 
they  had  done — a  courteous  ecclesiastical  formula  to  rc4{aetit  i 
confirmation.^ 

It  seems  also  that  the  Apollinarian  heresy  was  dealt  with 
at  thu  Roman  Synod  (382).  St.  Damasua  would  be  particu- 
larly auxioui}  for  consultation  with  such  as  St.  EpiphaniuB 
and  St.  Ambrose  on  this  subject.  The  condemnation  of  that 
heresy  had  been  one  of  the  great  works  of  his  reign.  It  had 
sprung,  as  so  many  heresies,  (roia  a  zealous  opposition  to  one 
form  of  error  lending  to  uu  error  on  the  opposite  side.  In 
opposing  the  Arianfi,  ApolUnarius  came  to  imagine  that  oar 
Lord's  freedom  from  sin  was  incompatible  with  the  posaeeaton 
of  a  human  soul,  and  that  the  possession  of  two  natures,  each 
entire  and  distinct,  was  inconsistent  with  the  Unity  of  His 
Person.  He,  therefore,  denied  that  our  Lord  bad  a  human 
soul  in  its  higher  element  or  operation  (a  rational  soul),  and 
asserted  that  this  waa  supplied  by  His  Divinity.  As  you 
entered  the  house  of  a  disciple  of  Apollinarius  you  would  bm  i 
written  up  on  the  door  or  portico,  a  sentence  to  the  effect 

'  Maoii.  L  iii.  p.  640:  '  Ab  sxeomnnniealioBe  Flan&ni  oeuattns  «H, 
sohiuna  ABliochsna  eoelosia  «d  IflnpoB  oertoni  toleratum  fait.' 

*  '  Miaui  »  UlcM  no  uUcin  earn  apiaoopit '  (BonituU  L  Sp. ».  ad  Bti/mm^  ' 
Ac). 

*  '  QoB  vjiM  uoerdotiain  roborarat '  {loc  eit,). 

*  HMUrini'  ordinaUoti  mmled  to  1m  purgnl  of  its  iirefpiUfitr  M  cootta. 
v«aiag  the  Svoood  Ooooa  of  Nicaw. 
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tbat  Christians  should  not  aHorc  a  man  who  bore  QaA  within 
himself,  but  a  God  who  bore  human  Heah.  Both  St.  Haeil 
and  St.  Atbanaaius  cihlbiLed  a  certain  natural  reluctance  to 
condemn  Aponinarlim  biinHelf,  t}iou>^h,  it  'm  ueetWena  to  eay. 
themselves  absolutely  free  from  any  taint  of  his  error.  St. 
Damasus  condemned  him  synodically  in  a  synod  (!)77)  and 
deposed  both  him  and  bis  disciple  Timothy.  Bishop  (perhaps') 
of  Rerytus,  and  the  example  of  the  Pope  was  followed  at  Alex- 
andria and  Constantinople,  tit.  Damasus  bad  been  aeked  to 
depose  thc'se  bishops  after  he  had  done  it.  Accordingly  ha 
replied,  '  Why,  then,  do  you  ask  me  again  to  depose  Timothy 
seeing  that  he  was  dcposod  by  the  judgment  of  the  ApostoHo 
See,  in  presence  of  Peter,  Bishop  of  Alexandria,  together  with 
his  master,  ApoUinarius?  *  > 

At  this  synod  of  382  at  Rome  St.  Jerome  was  deputed  to 
draw  up  a  formulary  to  be  accepted  by  all  suspttcted  or  con- 
victed of  the  heresy  of  Apollinarius. 

After  thifl,  various  bishops  met  in  the  following  year  at 
Constantinople,  and  Damasus  in  a  synod  of  the  same  year  • 
confirmed  all  that  had  been  done  at  Constantinople  in  381, 
382,  and  883  in  regard  to  dogma.  The  canons  were  not  sent 
to  Home,  and  therefore  had  no  t>ii'.umenical  authority. 

After  the  synod  of  382  St.  Damaans  took  St.  Jerome  for 
his  secretary,  and  we  know  from  the  latter  that  the  Pope  was 
occupied,  during  the  time  that  remained  to  him,  in  Hettling 
matters  referred  to  him  by  synods  from  the  East  and  West. 
He  had  been  the  centre  of  the  Church's  life  now  for  nearly 
eighteen  years,  and  during  all  that  time  he  had  been  con- 
stantly employed  in  eitlipr  meeting  the  attacks  on  his  own 
peraon  or  those,  more  eerions  still,  on  the  faith  of  the  Church. 
He  bad  been,  aa  the  Sixth  General  Council  called  him,  the 
'  a<Iamant  of  the  faith.'  As  an  instance  of  the  way  in  which 
he  was  able  to  '  conGrm  the  brethren '  at  times,  we  may  re- 
member his  action  in  re^^'ard  to  the  saintly  and  orthodox 
Bocoeeeor  of  St.  Athanasius  at  Aluxandria.  This  bishop's 
saaae  wae  Peter.  Re  was  <lriTen  out  of  his  see  by  the 
Emperor  Valens,  and  one  named  Lacins  was  intruded.     Peter 


'  Ths  dilEcattiM  of  uttliog  who  Lhia  TiiuoUi;  vrai  an  aoasiistthio 
*  Iiomu.  Ep,  U.  *  Mnnai,  t.  tii.  p.  6<2. 
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betook  himself  to  Home,  and  in  377  ho  returned  to  Alcxandrift 
with  letters  from  DamaBus  which,  says  the  historian,  '  eon- 
firmed  the  faith  uf  the  Homooiuion  and  the  ordisalion  of 
Peter.  Whereui>on  the  people  of  Alexandria  took  couragBi 
and  drove  out  Lucius  and  brought  back  Peter  in  his  place.'  * 
Eutberius,  Bishop  of  Tyana,  and  Helladius,  Bisbop  of  Tarsus, 
two  Ditinii^eachablewitncsses,  probably  referred  to  this  amongBt 
other  instances  when  they  said,  in  their  remarkable  Ittter  to 
Pope  Xyetufl,  •  And  often  in  former  times  when  the  tares  of 
heresy  were  growing  up  out  of  Alexandria  your  A]>ostolic  See 
sufficed  during  the  whole  of  that  time  to  convince  of  false- 
hood, repress  impiety,  and  correct  what  needed  correction,  and 
to  guard  the  world  for  the  Rlory  of  Christ,  as  well  under  the 
thrice  blessed  Daniasus  as  under  several  others.' 

It  was,  however,  the  chief  glory  of  this  Pope  tlial  he  was 
the  chosen  instrument  of  the  Holy  Ghost  to  dccbire  His 
Divine  Majesty  coequal  with  the  Father  and  the  Son,  as  part 
of  that  Catholic  faith  which  had  lieen  enshrined  in  the 
Nicene  Creed,  but  which  needed  explicit  statement.  This  St. 
Dama*u9  did  in  his  ex  cathedra  pronouncement  in  the  synods 
of  869  and  872,  and  his  uttercmce  giudually  gathered  into 
itself  the  entire  Church,  issuing  in  the  assent  of  the  great 
Eastern  Synod  in  881,  which,  by  its  acceptance  at  Home, 
became  one  of  the  first  four  (ecumenical  councils,'  so  tax  mb 
its  dogmatic  dfciflion  was  concerned.  Xo  wonder  that  the 
heathen  prefect  at  Itome,  ns  he  saw  the  central  position  of  the 
sea  of  Peter,  the  reverence  paid  to  it  in  the  midat  <A  the 
troubles  it  met  with  through  an  Ursinus  or  an  Isaac  (the 
Jew),  should  say  that  he  would  become  a  Christian  to-morrow 
if  he  could  be  made  Bishop  of  Rome.  He  would  probably 
have  said  the  same  of  the  bishuiiric  of  Milan,  as  he  saw  the 
beads  of  depart  nients  flock  to  the  entertainments  which  St. 
Ambrose,  himself  the  most  mortified  of  men,  occasionally  gave 
in  that  city,  and  as  he  considered  the  influence  of  the  great 
biBhop  on  the  Etn{>eror  Gratian.  Ko  wonder  the  heathen 
historian,  AmmtaniiB  Marcellinns,  felt  the  sting  of  jealousy  u 

'  Boer.  iv.  S7.  Sosomen  ncooanla  for  this  tact  that  Valens  did  doI  t*mig» 
hiniBolf  for  iliti  uiaiiU  by  his  bclRR  iuit  Ut«n  dislrmoud  with  tn>ub]«i  tim- 
irbvre  (Soi.  vi.  99).     ■  '  i^.  eveotOAily. 
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he  saw  the  etate  vith  which  previous  emperors  bad  sur- 
rounded the  heathen  religion  now  transferred  to  the  Ghris- 
tian.  He  would  not  onderstand  bow  a  mortified  man  like 
DamasoB  viewed  such  matters,  accepting  the  ritual  of  imperial 
homage  whilst  he  knew  that  his  real  strength  lay  in  the 
divine  promise  to  the  blessed  Apostle  Peter,  in  whose  name* 
together  with  that  of  the  holy  Apostle  Paol,  he  ruled  the 
Ghnrch,  and  in  whose  chair  he  sat. 
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CHAPTER  XVII. 

TBB    CHOROU    OV    NORTH    AFEICA    IN    TtlE    DAYS    OF  BT.  AUOUSriNB. 

§  l.—The  Letters  of  St.  Innocent 

A.  BECENT  writer,  whose  statem&nts  have  been  often  traversed 
in  this  book,  h&s  Bald  of  uh,  in  regard  to  the  Bubjcct  of  this 
chapter,  '  As  hououraUo  men ,  let  them  refrain  from  prutonding 
that  the  Church  of  North  Africa,  in  the  time  of  8t.  Augustine, 
believed  in  the  principles  laid  dovn  by  the  Vatican  Council. 
8ach  a  pretence  is  an  impertinence  and  an  act  of  folly,  which 
must  alienate  every  person  of  good  sense  and  Christian  sim- 
plicity vho  1b  cofrniBant  of  it.* '  The  particular  teaching  of  the 
taid  CouDcil  against  which  this  writer's  remarlcs  are  directed 
ia  given  in  the  immediate  context.  It  ie  '  the  principle  that, 
jure  flirino,  every  member  of  the  Church,  whether  clerical  or 
lay,  has  an  inherpnt  right  to  have  "  recouree  to  the  Pope's 
judgment  in  all  causes  which  appertain  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Church."  The  African  Fathors  abBolutf-Iy  deny  that  right." 

It  must  be  observed  in  passing,  that  it  is  not  jure  diiino, 
according  to  the  Vatican  decrees,  tliat  everyone  has  the  right 
of  direct  and  immediate  recourse  to  the  Holy  See.  It  belongs 
to  ecclesiaatical  authority  to  regulate  the  channels  of  access  to 
the  supreme  authority,  which  may  differ  at  different  times  and 
in  different  countries.  In  a  word,  whilst  the  ]irinciple  of  appeal 
is  open  to  all  the  world,  the  mode  of  procedure  hy  which  the 
appeal  is  set  in  motion  is  matter  of  ecclesiastical  arrangement. 

Ever  since  the  sixteenth  century,  or  at  any  rate  the 
seventeenth,  the  Church  of  North  Africa  iu  the  days  of  8t. 
Augustine  has  been  quoted  as  an  authority  for  separation  &om 

'  Priniilivt  Saints,  de.  p.  2i<ii;  of.  aUo  tbo  Vr^tkct  to  tbo  work  b;  the 
Wcbop  ol  LiocoUi,  (I.  zxxi.  >  p.  302. 
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Rome  in  this  conntry.  At  the  time  of  the  fina!  soparRtion,  when 
ElJzubf^th  bad  an  archbisliop  made  n-ithnut  tr-avo  from  Home, 
anJ  without  connection  with  Home  of  any  kind,  no  theory  had 
been  atruct  out  to  justify  the  state  of  things  in  which  men 
found  thcniselvcB ;  but  as  soon  as  they  sought  for  the  Bheltdr 
of  Churt-h  history  the  Church  of  North  Africa  was  iiirokediu 
justification  of  the  step  taken.  And  when  Archbiebop  Laudi 
endeavoured  to  defend  his  position  from  history  he  laid  great 
EtrcBs  on  the  misunderstanding  that  aroBO  between  Bome  and 
Africa  in  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  century  over  the  affair  of 
Apiarius.  Dr.  Pusey  followed  in  the  uame  line  and  insisted 
that  *  England  is  not  at  this  moment  more  independent  of  any 
authority  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome  than  Africa  was  in  the  days 
of  St.  Augustine.* ' 

It  is  no  exaggeration  to  say  that  if  it  can  be  shown  that 
the  Church  of  North  Africa  in  the  days  of  Augustine  held  that 
the  Bishop  of  Rome  was  the  supreme  Governor  of  the  Church 
under  Christ,  by  His  divine  appointment,  one  of  ilie  great  ob- 
etacles  to  reunion  between  ourselves  and  many  of  our  fellow- 
countrymen  will  have  been  removed.  It  is  this  that  I  uow 
proceed  to  show. 

I.  The  fifth  century,  in  its  firpt  few  years,  saw  the  begin- 
Qing  of  a  heresy  which  struck  at  the  routa  of  all  Christian 
piety.  It  originated  with  a  fellow-countryman  of  our  own,  ft] 
British  monk  named  Pelagiua,  who  denied  that  death  was  the 
penalty  of  sin— that  sin  had  in  any  substantial  way  affected 
our  nature,  so  as  to  weaken  it  and  make  it  incapable  of  ful- 
filling the  commands  of  God.  Felagius  confused  grace  with 
the  grant  of  free-will,  and  held  that  it  was  iKWsible  by  the  mere 
virtue  of  our  free-will  to  keep  the  law.  He  denied  that  any  I 
interior  strengthening  of  our  nature  was  neede<l,  admitting 
only  the  necessity  of  instruction,  as  by  the  doctrine  and  oi- 
aniple  of  our  Lord.  He  held  thai  the  aesistance  which  help* 
us  more  easily  to  fnlfil  the  divine  commands  is  merited  by  the 
proper  use  of  our  free-will.' 


'  £trtiH«M,  p.  W. 

>  8m  in  Ui^'t  Patrol.  Cattta  %  moit  «zliAattiT«  «c«ODnt  ol 
toftebing  in  Oftmiei'i  Serenth  Diattrtation  oh  Om  it'orks  of  Mariu*  ICtreoJor, in. ' 
wbioli  ihe  kiwve  poiiiU  ar*  deftlt  wUh  one  b;  one. 
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The  ffreat  difficulty  of  dealuig  with  this  false  doctrine  lay 
not  BO  much  in  the  natnro  of  the  heresy  as  in  the  character 
of  the  heretics.  Pelagius  had  no  Bcnipio  nbout  ileuying  and 
asserting  at  random,  professing  perfect  harmony  with  the 
teaching  of  the  Church  when  pressed  hy  authority,  and  pro- 
ig  to  teach  its  contradictory  when  absolved. 

His  disciple,  Codcstius,  was  the  first  to  (romo  to  the  front ; 
&nd  his  action  in  AMca  led  to  an  expression  of  opinion  on  the 
Talne  of  a  decision  from  Bomo  which  oui^ht  tu  settle  the  ques- 
tion as  to  what  the  Church  of  North  Africa  held  conceruing 
the  authority  of  the  See  of  Peter. 

CoBlestius  bad  found  liis  way  to  Africa,  and  diasemiiiated 
his  opinions  there.  He  was  condemned  l)y  a  synod  at  Carthage 
under  Aurelius,  a.d.  412.  The  synod  wrote  to  Pope  Innocent 
and  described  Ccelestius  as  'struck  with  anathema  and 
deprived  of  communion  until  he  should  openly  anathematise 
the  things  objected  against  him.'  Co&Iestius  appealed  to  Home. 
The  African  Fathers  took  no  exception  to  his  appeal,  which  is 
mentioned  quite  naturally  hy  Marius  Mercator,  a  contemporary, 
and  later  on  by  Facundus  the  African  writer.  He  left  Car- 
thage and  went,  not,  as  it  was  supposed  he  would,  to  Kome  to 
prosecute  his  appeal,  but  to  Asia.  His  object  seems  to  have 
be«in  to  get  into  the  priesthood  whilst  he  was  yet  6nally  un- 
eondanmed.  He  was  ordained  priest  at  Ephesiis,  and  was 
therefore  outside  the  patriarchal  jurisdiction  of  Home. 

Meanwhile  Pelagius  had  gone  to  Jerusalem  to  diaserainato 
hifi  errors  in  Palestine ;  there  he  found  a  sympathiser  in  the 
Bishop  of  Jerufltttom,  named  John.  But  at  n  synod  consisting 
mainly,  if  not  altogether,  of  priests,  a  Spanish  priest,  named 
Oroaina,  whom  St.  Augustine  had  sent,  as  he  Bays,  to  sit  at 
the  feet  of  Jerome  at  Bethlehem  '  to  learn  the  fear  of  the  Lord,' 
explained  what  had  hap{>ened  at  Carthage,  how  this  Ccelestius 
had  been  condemned  for  false  doctrine.  Such  a  difficulty  of 
language,  however,  arose,  and  Pelagius  seemed  so  to  evade  all 
that  Orosias  accused  him  of  teaching,  that  it  naa  agreed  to 
refer  the  matter  to  Kome,  and  John,  the  Bishop  of  Jerusalem,' 
concurred,  'confirming,*  says  Orosius,  'our  demand  and  con- 

'  Tbi*  bioliop  Hcems  t*)  huvc  bclii-vcJ  in  P«lagtufl,  witbout,  bowevef.  h»*ijig 
KOy  WJTDT^^T  *''^'*  relji£ivii£iii.     C(.  Niilalia  Alvi&nilor,  H.  E.  voL  ix.  |>t.  '2. 
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tention  that  th«  parties  and  the  letters  shoald  be  Bent  to  tb«i] 
blessed   Innocent,  the  Koman  Pope,  all  agreeing  to  folloi 
what  lie  should  decide.'  but  ou  the  uuderstandinR  that  the 
heretic  Pela^ius  should  impose  silence  on  himself  meanwhile." 

The  Bishop  of  Jernaalem,  however,  fearing  that  Pelagitis 
wnnld  be  condemned  at  Home,  seems  to  hare  instif:^tcd  the 
Bishop  of  Palestinian  C^aarea.  Enlogius,  to  sammoa  a  synodj 
of  the  bishops  of  the  province  at  Dioepolis,  in  which  Pelagiu 
imposed  n]v>n  his  judges  and  was  declared  orthodox.  Some 
of  St.  Jerome's  monasteries  were  now  bm'nt  to  the  ffronnd, 
owing  to  his  opposition  to  this  new  heresy  which  Pelagit 
was  now  spreading  about  on  the  pretence  that  it  had 
sanctioned  at  the  syuod.^  There  were.  Uowever,  two  wanderii 
bishops  from  Oaul,  named  Eros  aud  Lazarua,  who  at 
wrote  to  Africa  and  aofjiiaintcd  the  bishops  there  of  what  had 
happened  in  Palestine. 

IL  A  large  council  of  bishops  was  now  held  at  Carthage  to 
considor  what  step  should  1k>  taken.  It  wn«  contrary  to  tb4] 
canons  to  condemn  a  man  in  his  absence,  and  accordingly 
their  plan  was  to  give  the  sanction  of  the  entire  province  to 
the  (larthaginian  decision  of  five  years  ago,  and  obtain  for  ifcj 
the  authoritative  oonfimiation  of  the  Apost(^)lio  See.  I  say  of 
the  Apostolic  See,  for  this  was  the  point  of  all  their  endeavour, 
not  to  obtain  a  condemnation  from  tho  sec  of  the  great  city 
of  Home,  but  to  obtain  the  anthorilative  sanction  of  '  the 
A|>o8lo1ic  '  See.  *  We  have  eonpidered,'  so  they  write  to  Pope 
St.  Innocent,' '  that  we  ought  to  acquaint  your  Holiness  with 
this  which  was  thus  enacted,  lord  and  brother,  that  the  autho* 
rity  of  the  Apostolic  St^e  may  be  applied  to  the  statotce  of| 
our  lowliness,  for  the  sake  of  guarding  the  salvation  of  many, 
and  also  of  correcting  the  perversity  of  aomc.'  And  after 
describing  the  teaching  of  Pelagiue,  they  say  (n.  8),  *  And  w« 
fear  lest  we  should  seem  to  act  unbecomingly  in  bringin;* 
foi^mrd  before  you  those  very  things  which  you  proclaim 


>  <  Univcnii,  quid  ipse  deo«rn«r9t,  Meatvrii.'    Orot«j  ApoL  Dum.  4. 

■  Jer.  Ep.  24,  kpoa  Aug. 

■  Innnc.  Bp.  xsvi.    Th*  letUrrt  which  follow  aiw  lo  be  ronnd  (n  mOflooUae^ 
Xiooi  of  tha  Oooncili  uid  in  everj  oooaplete  edition  of  Rl.  AneusUae't  wfa>k&, ' 
The  loDowiDg  quoUtiona  an  troni  tfa«  Ben«lifltine  «ditioo,  Cvis,  lOM. 
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with  higher  grace  Irom  the  Apostolic  See.* '  And,  again,  '  If, 
therefore,  in  what  is  said  to  have  been  enacted  by  the  biebope 
in  the  East,  Pelagius  shall  seem  to  your  Beverence  to  have 
been  justly  absolved,  still  the  error  itself  and  the  impiety, 
which  now  has  many  championg  scattered  through  divers 
regions,  deserves  the  anathema  of  the  ApostoUo  Bee '  (n.  4). 

Almost  immediately  afterwards  a  synod  of  African  bishops 
was  also  held  at  Milevis,  at  whicli  St.  Augustine  was  present, 
having  come,  it  is  supposed,  from  Carthage  (where  the  letter 
just  quoted  was  probably  written  by  him)  to  assist  in  similar 
proceedings  under  Silvanus,  the  presiding  bishop  of  the 
Numidian  province.  In  the  letter  of  this  provincial  council 
to  Pope  Innocent,  the  bishops  say  that  they  write,  in  imitation 
of  their  brethren  at  Carthago,  *  to  the  Apostolic  See.'  They 
speak  of  Coelcetius,  as  well  as  Pelagius,  being  still  '  in  the 
Church'  (n.  3),  although  the  formor  had  been  anathematised 
and  excommunicated  iu  Africa.  Only  bis  appeal  to  Home 
could  justify  them  in  thus  speaking.  The  throe  saintly  bishops, 
Augustine,  AlypiuB,  and  Poseidius,  were  present  at  this  coimcil, 
and  the  synodical  letter  to  the  Pope  strikes  the  same  key-note 
as  that  of  the  Carthaginian  council.  *  Because  the  Lord,  by 
the  special  bounty  of  His  grace,  has  placed  you  in  the  Apo- 
stolic See,'  is  their  opening  salutation.  They  excuse  them- 
selves, after  setting  forth  the  heresy,  for  saying  so  much  to 
one  who  is  doubtless  moved  to  act  of  his  own  accord,  and 
then  speak  of  Ccelestius  being  still  within  the  Church  (n.  3). 
And  they  give  their  reason  for  wishing  for  the  exercise  of 
aathority  in  this  matter  in  words  which  ought  to  be  written 
over  every  page  of  those  treatises  which  endeavour  to  enlist 
the  witness  of  *  the  Church  nf  North  Africa  in  the  days  of 
St.  Augustine '  against  the  supremacy  of  the  Holy  See.  They 
Bay,  •  We  think  .  .  .  that  those  who  hold  such  perverse  and, 
pomicions  opinions  will  jnold  more  readily  to  the  authority  of 
your  Holiness,'  derived  from  the  authority  of  the  Holy 
Bcriptures.'  But  whether  they  will  or  not,  there  are  '  others 
who,  as  your  Reverence  perceives,  have  to  be  cared  for  quickly 
and  at  once.* 

)  •  Qoa  m&jore  gr^tta  da  cede  Apostollot  pmdicM.' 

■  So  ihtj  Rpeak  of  it  as  (i.)  aomethiog  b«;ui)d  tLelr  own.  and  (it.)  M  of  dirine 
institation. 
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At  the  same  time  Anrellns,  Angnstine,  Alypius,  ETodias, 
and  Possidius  wrote  besides  a  joint  letter  to  the  Po{>e  to  the 
same  effect,  asking  for  hia  rescripts. 

III.  We  have  now  to  considtr  the  two  celebrated  letters  of 
8t.  Innocent  in  reply,  and  I  shall  quote  them,  not  as  showing 
Tfbat  bo  claimed,  but  what  the  African  bishops  are  found  to 
have  accepted  without  a  murmur.  These  bishops,  it  will  be 
eeen,  were  either  the  tamest  and  most  hypocritical  of  men,  or 
they  IjelieTed  in  Papal  supremacy. 

To  the  synod  at  Carthage  he  writes ; '  '  Freserring  the 
ancient  tradition,  and  mindful  of  the  ecclefiiastical  discipline, 
you  have  in  true  method  added  strength  to  your  rehgion,'  uol 
lees  by  your  present  cousoltation  [of  us]  than  by  your  sen- 
tence having  approved  tho  principle  of  referring  to  our  jndg- 
meut,  knowing  what  is  due  to  the  Apostolic  See.  ainco  all  of 
UB  who  have  been  placed  in  this  position  desire  to  follow  the 
Apostle  himself,  &om  whom  the  episcopate  iteelf  and  all  the 
authority  of  this  office  has  proceeded.'  Following  him,  we 
know  how  to  condemn  what  is  wrong  and  approve  what  de- 
serves approval.^  The  same  is  the  case  as  to  your  judgment 
that  the  arrangements  of  the  Fathers  are  not  to  be  trodden 
under  foot,  in  that  Uiey  tiecreed,  not  by  a  human  but  by  a 
divine  sentence,  that  whatever  is  done  bom  the  soparatdd  and 
remote  pro\Hnces  they  would  not  consider  shoiUd  be  final 
onlesB  it  should  come  to  tlie  cognisance  of  the  Apostolic  Bee, 
ao  that  whatever  sentence  shall  have  been  justly  delivered 
should  be  confirmed  by  the  entire  authority  of  this  see,  aai 
that  just  as  all  waters  should  flow  b-om  their  natal  fount 
the  pure  streams  of  the  uncorrnpt  head  flow  throu^ 
diverse  regions  of  the  whole  world,  bo  other  Churches  should 
take  from  this  see  (inde  KUtitercnt)  what  to  teach,  whom  to 
cleanse,  who  should  be  avoided,  as  stained  with  ineradicabi 
filth,  by  tho  wave  that  is  worthy  of  pure  bodies.'  He  Chen 
gave  his  decision. 

This  one  rescript  contains  the  teaching  of  tho  Vat 

■  Ang.  Kp.  Idl.  '  *  Twtm  raligionia  vigoram  AtidmIu.' 

*  *  A  qoo  ipM  cpisBopAtuii  id  tot*  ftuotoriUs  nomlnla  linjua  cmdrstt' 

*  Jtl»  ebriotn  that  Si.  Innocent  spokks  of  the  mfkUibilitj  of  Um  Holy  Som. 
It  la  '  H4B«nt«8.*  Dot  *  ram  twiQuiar.' 
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Council  entire.     Before,  however,  considering  its  reception, 
ItHtvu  tu  tile  lister  letter  to  th»  Council  of  Milevis : ' 

'  Diligently,  therefore,  and  fittingly  do  yop  consult  the 
arcana  of  the  Apostolic  office  (a  dignity,  into  which  flows  the 
care  of  all  the  Churches,  besides  those  things  which  are  witliout) 
ou  matters  of  anxiety,  as  to  what  opinion  should  ha  held, 
following  the  ancient  rule,  which  you  know  as  well  as  I  do 
has  been  kept  always  by  the  whole  world.  .  .  .  Why  have 
you  confirmed  this,  unless  as  knowing  that  replies  are  ever 
emanating  from  the  Apostolic  fountain  through  al!  provinces 
to  those  who  petition  it  ?  Especially  as  often  as  a  matter  of 
&ith  is  being  ventilated,  I  consider  that  all  uur  brethren  and 
fellow-bisbopB  are  in  duty  hound  to  rtfer  only  to  Peter,  that 
tBf  to  the  author  of  their  own  dignity  and  office,  as  your  tore 
has  now  referred,  what  may  be  for  the  common  Roud  of  all 
Churches  through  the  whole  world.  For  the  hiventors  of 
wrong  miwt  nocesBarily  become  more  cautions,  when  they 
shall  see  that  at  the  report  of  a  double  synod  they  are  sepa* 
rated  from  ecclesiastical  communion  by  the  decrees  of  our 
Beutenee." 

The  Pope  then  proceeds  to  cut  off  Polagius  and  Ctelestius 
from  the  communion  of  the  Church  by  Apostolic  authority 
(*  apostolici  Wgoris  auctoritato ')  until  they  repent ;  and  in  his 
reply  to  the  fivo  bishops  he  says  that  his  sentence  wilt  have 
its  effect  in  whatever  part  of  the  world  Pnlagiti8  raiiy  bo,  and 
Uiat  he  has  no  reason  to  suppose  that  he  has  been  absolved 
by  any  synod,  because,  if  he  had,  letters  would  have  at  once 
been  sent  to  Rome.  If  he  has  repented,  it  is  not  for  us,  says 
St.  Inuocent,  to  summon  him  to  Borne,  but  for  him  to  hasten 
bore  that  be  may  bo  absolved. 

IV.  Now,  tho  important  point  for  the  argument  of  this 
book  is.  How  did  the  African  bisho^ra,  and,  in  particular, 
&t.  Augustine  himself,  roccive  this  tetter  ?  The  whole  of  the 
Vatican  teaching  is  contained  in  it.  This  simple  fact  is  not 
without  its  bearing  on  much  that  has  been  written  of  late. 
The  mere  fact  that  that  teaching  was  fully  before  the  public 
conBCtousness  of  the  Church  in  the  year  -IKJ  hns  left  St.  Leo 
Utile  or  uothtug  to  add  in  regard  to  the  authority  of  the 

'  ATig.  Ep.  1S2. 
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ApoBtolic  See.  But  the  important  point  is,  Did  the  African 
bishops,  i3i(l  any  African  bishop,  lake  exception  to  St.  Inno- 
cent'tj  tltifinitionB  or  the  place  occupied  by  Rome  towardii  the 
rest  of  the  Church  eu  the  See  of  Pft^r?  Did  they  throw  out 
the  remotest  hint  that,  in  accepting  the  net  result  of  St.  Timo- 
ceiit'B  letters,  they  excepted  the  passages  abont  the  anthority 
witli  which  it  was  done  ?  Not  one.  Yet  the  letter  was  much 
before  the  world.  Later  on,  three  African  councils  (juoted 
one  of  the  very  pasttages  in  which  St.  Innocent  so  clearly 
defines  the  office  of  the  Soe  of  Peter.  This,  it  will  t>e  said, 
was  too  Ute  to  be  a  witness  of  the  Karly  Church.  Bat  a  very 
important  writer,  St.  Prosper,  a  Gallic  bishop,  writing  as  a 
contemporary  in  defence  of  St.  Augustine  against  Caasian, 
speaks  of  tit.  innocent  as  '  most  worthy  of  the  See  of  Peter.' 
The  expression  is  significant,  for  Prosper  knew  well  what 
St.  Innocent  had  said  of  that  See.  .\lso,  214  .African  bishupfl 
said  :  '  We  determined  that  the  judgment  should  stand  which 
was  issued  by  the  venerable  Bishop  Innocent  from  the  See  of 
the  moat  blessed  Peter.*  They  are  referring  to  these  very 
letters  of  Innocent,  and  again,  I  say,  the  reference  to  the  '  8** 
of  Peter,'  conuderlrig  what  those  letters  contain  aliout  tt,  k 
sigoificnut.  1  have  been  uniible  to  find  any  single  hint  in 
any  conlemporary  writer  to  tim  effect  that  St.  Innocent  waa 
exaggerating  the  privileges  of  hie  see.  Imleeil,  be  hardly 
went  l>Q,vond  the  declaration  of  the  African  bishops  as  to  the 
Scriptural  source  of  his  authority.' 

But  wliat  of  Si.  Augustine  himself  ?  St.  Augustine  layi 
that  Innocent,  '  in  rtfercnce  to  all  thin^n,  HTole  back  to  us  In 
the  same  way  in  which  it  was  lawful  and  the  dnty  of  tb« 
Apostolic  See  to  write.'  ■ 

I  do  not  know  how  it  would  be  poflfdMe  for  St.  Augustine 
to  Bet  Ilia  signature  to  the  Vatican  decrei'S  hy  anticipation  in 
plainer  terms.  Of  these  two  great  letters  of  Pope  Innocent 
ho  saysi  in  anotlii^r  plat^e,  challenging  the  Pelagian  bishop, 
Julian,  •  Keply  tn  him  [i>.  Innocent],  yea,  rather  to  the  Lord 
Himself,  whose   testimony  that  prelate  used.' '    Again^  be 

'  Thfr  lAb^  Pf>Hti/tealU  tfttkm  of  81.  InfloMnl  liaTins  dnwn  ap  ft  *eo^ 
■titatam  '  fur  Uu  wlii^  Chureh. 

>  Ep.  isit.  n.  S.  *  Ufa.  i.  e.  JuUam.  c-  i. 
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Biifs  that  if  anyone  should  come  acrosri  Pelagians,  ho  is  no 
longer  to  exercise  towards  them  a  mistaken  mercy ;  he  is  not 
to  conceal  them,  but  to  bring  them  before  their  bishop.  *  For 
ah^ady  two  councils  liave  been  sent  (or  have  sent)  to  the 
Apostolic  See  about  that  matter.  Thence  rescripts  have  come. 
The  case  is  ended ;  would  that  the  error  may  be  sometime 
ended  too !  * '  St.  Augustine  knew  that  there  were  plenty 
who  ha<l  already,  when  he  wrote  these  words,  reeistod  the 
decision  of  the  Holy  See,  bnt  nevertheless  that  decision  was 
aatboritative — '  The  case  is  ended.' 

It  has  l»een  customary  to  ospress  tlie  latter  sentence  in 
the  short  maxim,  '  Rome  has  spoken  ;  tbe  case  is  at  an  end  ' 
— words  which,  it  tvill  be  seen,  are  the  exact  equivalent  of 
what  St.  Augustine  hero  says. 

Hardly  any  decree  exists  in  which  the  position  of  the 
Apostolic  8eo  has  been  more  clearly  defined  than  in  that  of 
St.  Iimocent ;  and  uu  decree  was  received  in  terms  of  more 
unqualified  admiration  by  the  Church  of  North  Africa  in  the 
time  of  St.  Augustine. 


j  n. — St.  Zosiinus'  Support  of  the  Faith. 

Dr.  Pusey '  has  made  the  retationahip  of  Zoaimus  towards 
Pelagianisiu  one  of  his  test  case^  against  the  infaUibility  of  the 
Holy  See  ;  but  in  hia  handling  of  that  Pope's  history  he  has, 
in  express  terms,  whether  he  knew  it  or  not,  contradicted  St. 
Augustine,  and  in  his  own  imaginary  history  of  Bt.  Zosimus 
he  has  founded  his  opposition  on  an  inoorreet  description  of 
Papal  infallibility.  It  ia  the  old  story  of  the  conflict  between 
science  and  religion.  The  opposition  is  always  found  to  bo 
between  imaginary  facts  (or  gratuitous  deductions)  and 
Christian  teaching,  or  between  ascertained  facts  and  a  carica- 
ture of  that  teaching.  In  this  case  neither  the  foots  exist  nor 
is  the  representation  of  our  teaching  correct. 

I.  In  A.D.  417  Zusimus  succeeded  St.  Innocent,  and  Cedes- 
tioB  at  ODoe  hastened  to  Rome  and  resumed  the  appeal  against 

'  Serm.  cssi.  n.  10. 

*  Sermon  tmUuHuU  of  Faith,  ProLp.xiv,  aodiSimicon  pt.  iiL  pp.  319-326. 
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tho  African  sentencfif  of  which  be  had  given  notice  at  the  time, 
hut  which  be  had  failed  to  proficcute.' 

ZosimuB  admitted  him  to  an  audience.    CcelcBtiuB  had 
brouglii  with  him  a  letter  of  approl>ation  from  the  Biebop  of, 
Jerusalem,  and  had  avowed  Itis  desire  to  submit  to  the  decrees 
of  Innocent.'    It  is  this  that  alters  the  whole  case,  and  wrests 
the  memory  of  thia  Pope  from  the  accuBation  which  Dr.  Pusey, 
BO  peri>istently  brought  against  him.     It  is  this  that  neveri 
appears  in  that  writer's  arraignment  of  the  l'oi>e.    St.  Inn( 
had  expressly  said '  that  if  C<rlcatiu9  and  Pelagius  shoultll 
condemn  their  depraved  teaching,  they  were  to  receive  *  tba 
usual    medicine '—!.(?.  be  received  back  into  the  Charch. 
They  did  present  documents  in  which  they  promised  amend- 
ment.* Dr.  Pusey  aays  that  the  doeununt  which  tliey  present*^ 
was  hereticAl,  and  that  Zosimns  failed  in  bis  guardianship  of 
the  faith,  because  he  approved  a  Pelagian  confessiou.^     St. 
Augustiuo  says  be  did  do  such  thing.     He  insists  upon  tho. 
fact  that,  all  through,  St.  Zosimus  was  entirely  on  the  orthodc 
side.      These  are  his  words: — '  Zosimus  never   said,  never 
wrote,  that  what  tboy  think  about  children  is  to  be  held — 
moreover,  also,  bo  boand  over  Ctplcstins  again  and 
(rrebra   interlorinione),  when  he  was  endeavouring  to  porg*' 
himself,  to  the  necessity  of  consenting  (ron«rnfi<rnW(frn)  to  tlie 
above-mentioned  letters  of  the  Apoetolic  See '  (i.e.  Uio  tetters 
of  Innocent) ;  and  bo  argues  that  whtlnt  Zosimus  eventually 
condemned  Cojlestius  and  Pelagius,  repeittedly  and  authorita- 
tively ('  repctita  auctoritate  *),  what  took  place  meanwhile '  was 
the  moat  kindly  persuasion  [for  the  puqwae]  of  correction,  not 
the  most  hateful  approval  of  depravity.'  *     And  elBowbere  he 
insists  that  Zosimns  dealt  with  Oclestius  on  the  understanding 
*  that  he  tthonld  condemn  what  had  been  objected  against  him 
by  the  deacon  Patiliniis  [i.p,  at  Carthage],  and  give  his  assent 
to  the  letters  which  had  emanated  from  his  own  predect'ssor/' 
f.e.  St.  Innocent.     St.  Augnstine  is  meeting  the  cavils  of  the 
Pelagians,  who  wished  to  make  out  that  the  Pope,  St.  Zosamo^ 

■  PftoJmi  hibttl  ad  Zotinu  apud  Boron,  wl  uin.  41S. 

•  Souin.  Kp.  i.  ad  Afrieanot.  *  Innccfntii  Kp.  xxx. 

*  Muiai  Mercalor.  1.  4.  *  Strmim  mi  Iht  ItnU  of  Faitk,  Vttt.  p.  U\ 

■  Aug.  lib.  U.  ad  Bonif.  emp.  9.  '  C(.  Lib.  ds  Peoc  Ong^  OKp.  ft  u4  TJ 
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had  favoured  thoir  cause ;  and  by  an  appetil  to  tlio  actual 
liiBtory  of  the  case,  he  overthrown  their  contention,  and  iu 
duing  this  be  ttnswers  Dr.  Pusey  by  auticipatiun. 

II.  Moreover,  St.  Zoslmus  did  not  absolve  thette  hereticH 
there  asid  then,  but  wrote  to  Africa  for  any  '  ingtrumeata '  of 
information,  and  said  that  if  no  one  offered  within  two  mouths 
to  present  a  further  case  ugain^t  Ca^lestitis  and  Pelagius,  he 
dhonld  conflidcr  all  doubt  removed.'  He  had  received  their 
letter  of  entreaty,  ho  says,  before  he  gave  judfiment.'  The 
African  Fathers  had  met  and  represented  to  the  Pope  that 
his  absolving  thcHO  hercticH  would  eausc  great  confusion.  They 
said  that  they  decided  that  the  dciusion  of  Bt.  Innocent  flhoulJ 
bold  good  ntitil  Pelagius  should  coufcHu  that  the  doctrine  bo 
had  taught  was  false.-^ 

Zosimus  was  really  acting  with  the  caution  of  a  jujgc : 
and  aa  a  judge  he  was  in  the  right.  It  is  the  office  of  a  j  udge 
to  give  Bcntcnce  according  to  the  evidence  produced,  and 
Xosimus  was,  from  a  formal  point  of  view,  right  in  his  decision 
to  hear  CieleHtius  and  Pelagius.  They  jirofessed  amendment, 
and  until  evidence  of  their  iuaincerity  was  forthcoming,  Zosi* 
muu  was  in  duty  bound  to  a<Imit  them  to  a  heariug.  Dr. 
Pusey  is  mistaken  in  nearly  every  assertion  that  he  makes  on 
this  subject.  He  says  that  Zosimus  '  formally  acquitted  ' 
Coilestius.  Ho  only  promised  to  do  so  if  nothing  £rom  Africa 
turned  up  to  the  contrary,  but  meanwhile  he  discovered  bid 
insincerity.  Dr.  Pusey  also  says  that  Ccelestius  'presented 
to  Zosimus  an  heretical  confession  of  faith.'  Now  St.  Augus- 
tine expressly  says  that  this  document  was  not  heretical.  He 
trails  it '  Catholic'  Whence  this  tremendous  difference  between 
Ht.  Augustine  and  Dr.  Pusey  ? 

III.  St.  Augustine  shall  explain.  He  says  that  Ca'Iestius 
and  Pclagius  promised  submission  and  correction,  if  in  any- 
thing they  were  judged  to  be  wrong.  This,  according  to  our 
saint,  stamped  the  document  as  Catholic.  There  were  orroiu 
contained  in  it,  it  is  true ;  hut  St.  Zosimus  himself  says  to 
the  Africans  that  tboy  have  misunderstood  the  text  of  his 
letters,  as  a  whole,  '  as  though  we  had  given  credence  to 
Ca'Icatius  in  all  things,  and  without  discussing  his  words,  had 

'  £>.  j.  *  Ep.  iii".  ■  Proapsr,  Lib.  c.  Colt-  ctp.  v.  n.  8. 
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assented,  bo  to  speak,  to  every  syllalle.' '  It  was  the  submiB- 
blon  promised  lo  the  ApostoUo  See,  which  made  Xosiraus 
accept  them  aa  worthy  of  a  hearing,  and  it  was  tbio  that, 
Ki.  Augiistinc  cxpreB&ly  says,  made  the  document  *  Catholic  In 
its  meaiiiug.'* 

Pelftgiua  said  of  his  conft-ssion  of  faith  :  '  In  which,  if  any- 
thing has  been  laid  down  unskilfully  or  incautiously,  wc  desire 
to  be  corrected  by  you,  who  hold  both  the  faith  and  the  See  ofl 
Peter  ;  but  if  thiB  our  confession  is  approved  by  the  judgment 
of  your  apostolate,  then,  whoever  shall  affix  a  stain  on  my 
character  will  prove  Jiiiuself  to  be  uuluarued,  or  ill<willed,  or 
even  not  a  CathoUc,  and  not  me  to  be  a  heretic* 

This  was  the  addition  which  in  St.  Augustine's  jadgmeint 
made  the  document  strictly  Catholic  in  tone. 

Ccelestius  likewi»o  said,  *"V\'e  offer  tljem  '  {i.e.  their  teach- 
ings) *  to  be  approved  by  your  ai>08tolic  judgment  [lit.  tlie 
judgment  of  your  apostolate],  so  that  if  perchance  any  error 
of  ignorance  has  crept  iu  upon  us,  aa  beiug  men,  it  may 
corrected  by  your  sentence.' 

Consequently,  Marius  Mercator,  whose  authority  is  of  great 
moment,  says  that  Ctelestius  *  by  frequent  answers '  gave  bo[ 
that  be  condemned  the  heads  of  teaching  for  which  he  had] 
been  condemiieil  at  Carthage,  and  that  this  was  the  reason 
why  *  be  was  thought  worthy  of  some  kindness  by  that  holy 
bishop*  (ZosimuBj,  for  he  'was  commanded  with  special 
urgency '  to  renounce  what  had  there  been  objected  agiunat 
him.' 

I  have  said  that  Zosimus  was  acting  in  the  spirit  of  a 
jadge,  and  this  his  letter  to  the  Africans  shows.  They  had^ 
really  acted  without  the  proper  procedure.  Although  (aa  it 
proved)  substantially  right.  Uiey  were  formally  wrong.  They 
had  acted  on  the  accusation  of  two  deposed  bishops,  Eros  and 
Ijazarus,  whose  motives  were  not  beyond  question,  and  who, 

■  Zm.  Rp.  iii. 

■  He  Mja  (£>>,  ohil .  ml  OjiL )  thst '  Uw  CaUiottc  Ui  th '  Is  h  qImf  in  Zodni 
]«llpr '  tlial  it  in  nol  Uwfal  fm-  Chri«UuiB  to  HoabI  oonoemin^  it.*  And  th>t  it 
«iu>  Calhnlic  '  hocADH  it  is  ilic  put  ol  ft  CklboUc  iiiio<I '  to  do  la  deltetiu*  ihea 
pretended  to  do,  vis.  oouaent  to  tba  )«ti«ra  ol  Popn  Innooent  ^dtu  Bp.  tttag. 
lib.  U.  o.  b). 

■  Common,  top.  nomnu  Calatii,  emp.  i.  $  4. 
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de^^raded  from  thfiir  ofHce,  had  no  longer  the  riglit  of  accu- 
FsatioD.'  ZomrnuH,  who  had  the  caxe  of  alt  the  Churches, 
pointed  ont  tbo  evils  that  would  ensue  if  such  wandering  Btormy 
jietrela  as  KroB  and  Lazarus  wore  allowed  to  ontcr  upon  tho 
ritlr  of  accusers  of  others.  And  in  their  previouR  trial  the 
Africans  had  failed  in  duty  towards  Crele«tiuB,  who  had  given 
notice  of  uppeal  to  Rome ;  for,  although  they  appear  to  have 
rc»peotcd  the  appeal,  they  took  no  care  to  have  it  properly 
conducted.  It  must  be  remembered  also  that  Zosimus  did 
not  rehandle  the  dogmatic  question.  It  was  merely  with 
the  sincerity  of  Ca'lustius  and  Pelagius  that  be  dealt,  and  tn 
this  he  was  deceived.  But  this  has  nothing  to  do  with  his 
infallibility.  Rome  has  never  taught,  Rome  does  not  teach 
to-day,  that  the  occupant  of  the  Holy  See  cannot  be  deceived, 
but  only  that  when  he  is  led  to  determine  a  matter  of  faith  or 
of  the  moral  law  &s  of  obligation  on  the  whole  Gharch,  he  is 
secure  of  divine  assistance. 

I  The  whole  case,  therefore,  of  Zosimus  isoutside  the  region 
of  infallibility,  as  that  infallibility  is  defined  in  tho  Vatican 
decroe.  As  Facimdus,  tho  Afncan  writer,  says,  in  reference 
to  the  whole  matter,  •  Simplicity,  through  not  penetrating 
the  wiliuess  uf  the  wicked,  ought  uut  to  bo  reckoned  a  crimu  ;  * 
and,  ae  St.  Augustine  Eays,  Pelagius  coubl  not  deceive  the 
Church  of  Rome  beyond  a  certain  pomt.  Zosimus  discovered 
tli&t  C«eleBtiu8  was  not  in  earnest,  summoned  him  to  appear, 
and  on  his  noii-appearauce  excommunicated  and  anathe- 
matised him. 

rV.  But  he  did  more  than  that.  lie  drew  up  an  ency- 
clical ou  the  matter  of  faith,  which  consisted  of  an  enlarged 
form  of  the  decree  of  Innocent,  accepted  by  the  African 
Chorch ;  and  by  the  advice  of  St.  Augustine,  the  subscription 
to  this  was  made  obhgatory  on  all  bishops,  and  on  the  laity 
whenever  suspected  of  heretical  leanings.'  The  emperor 
gave  the  aid  of  his  civil  authority,  and  St.  Augnstine  of  his 

*  Tbii,  al  uty  r*t«.  wm  llie  view  of  Zoninnia.  Tilletnonl  h&a  iIon«  his  bf«t 
tu  defutd  them.  Hut  eoo  Ovdibt'e  HoUm  lo  MoriUH  MorCAtor  for  toi  utiwer 
(Migiut'a  fdltion). 

*  In  writing  lo  llic  Africans  the  cmppror  ipcke  of  hin  reaoript  *£  sgrwtag 
«itb  their  dpoiitioii,  which  wiui  true.  Uat  it  wm  Also  tn)»  thkt  in  a  hifiher  nenae 
he  followed  Uie  judgraoul  of  Zosimus.    C(.  PwHidiuK.  Vitu  S.  Au^.  oap.  xviii. 
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]>en,  which  for  some  ^ears  he  devoted  to  thia  Babject,  for 
the  Bcttlement  of  which  he  claimed  the  decree  of  St.  Innoceut 
and  the  encyclical  of  St.  Zosimus  embodying  and  enforcing 
that  decree. 

St.  Zosimufl,  in  writing  to  the  Africans  concerning  hia 
decision  to  allow  Cceteatius  a  hearing,  said :  '  Although  the 
tradition  of  the  Fathertj  has  attriboted  so  great  authority  to 
the  Apostolic  See,  that  no  one  would  venture  to  dispute  con- 
cerning its  judgment,  and  has  always  guarded  the  same  by 
canons  and  regulations,  and  the  cun-ent  discipline  of  the 
Cliurch  up  to  this  time,  by  its  laws,  pays  due  reverence  to  the 
name  of  Poler,  from  whom  she  traces  ber  descent  (for  cano- 
nical antiquity  by  the  judgments  of  all  willed  that  such  power 
should  accrue  to  this  Apostle,  derived  also  from  the  very 
promise  of  Christ  our  God,  that  he  could  loose  what  wae] 
bound  and  biud  what  was  loosed,  an  equal  condition  of  power 
was  given  to  those  who  obtained  the  inheritance  of  the  see 
with  his  approval,  for  he  has  the  care  as  well  of  all  the 
Churches  as  in  a  special  maimer  of  this  his  own  see.  .  ,  . 
Since,  then,  Peter  is  the  bead  of  such  authority,  and  be  has 
confirmed  the  subsequent  desires  of  all  our  ancestors,  that 
the  Roman  Church  should  bo  sustained  by  human  as  trrlt  at 
divine  laws  .  .  .},  nevertheless,  thougli  such  is  our  authority, 
that  no  one  can  withdraw  himself  from  our  judgment,  wu 
have  done  nothing  which  we  liave  not  of  our  own  accord 
brought  to  your  kuowlodge  by  our  letters,'  Ac. 

I  produce  this  passage  by  way  of  showing  tlie  kind  of 
teaching  which  Africa  received  from  Rome,  and  which  nowbersj 
in  St.  Augustine's  voluminous  writings  finds  auy  contradlo*' 
iion  :  with  which,  on  the  contrary,  his  teaching,  as  seen  abovot 
fully  harmonises. 

We  look  in  vaLu  in  the  history  of  the  Church  of  Kortii 
Africa  at  this  time  for  any  disclaimer,  any  sitggeHtion,  thi 
Rome  was  not  the  See  of  the  Apostle  Peter,  and,  as  such, 
inheritor  of  peculiar  {wwors  of  jurisdiction.  She  asst 
this  [wsition  as  in  duty  bound;  she  instinctively  quoted  the 
divine  authority  by  which  she  acted,  and  Africa  on  the  whole 
listened,  applauded,  co-operated,  and  obeyed.  Such  is  the 
only  conclusion  that  can  be  drawn  &om  the  facta  quoted 
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above.  So  dependent  nus  Africa  on  Rome,  that  when  the 
DonatisU  boasted  that  some  Eastei-na  had  vrritti'ii  letters  of 
sympathy,  tit.  Augustine  argued  that  these  Enstenm  must 
have  been  Arians,  hocaase  •  never  would  an  Eaatem  Catholic 
[Church]  write  to  tlie  Dishop  of  Carthage,  passing  over  the 
Bishop  of  Itome ' ' — in  other  words,  all  ecclesiastical  commuai- 
cation  would  come  from  the  East  through  Borne.'  And  in 
this  great  conteat  with  Pelagianism,  Prosper,  in  hia  historical 
dercDL-e  of  St.  Augustine  against  Cassiau,  writes,  with  the 
knowledge  of  a  contemporary,  that  '  the  Pope  Zosimus  of 
blesfied  memory  added  the  strength  of  his  own  judgment  to 
the  decrees  of  the  African  Councile,  tuid  armod  the  right  hands 
of  aJl  the  i>reIateB  with  the  ncord  of  Peter  to  the  destruction 
of  the  impiouB.' 


§  m. — ApiarixUjOr  the  DUpute  aji  to  a  particular  Exercue  of 
Papal  JvriMfictiim  atul  the  hegt  Mode  of  Procedure  in  regard 
to  the  itifcrior  CUrijy. 

I.  But  a  question  arose  as  to  the  best  method  of  exercising 
this  jurisdiction  of  the  See  of  Peter  over  the  Church  of  North 
Africa.  The  course  of  appeal  was  in  the  case  of  bishops,  lirst, 
to  the  province,  ue:(t  to  a  general  synod,  and  then  to  Kome. 
Bat  in  regard  to  priests  and  deacons,  the  Africans  drew  up 
a  canon  in  a.d.  418  to  the  eflfecfc  that  these  'inferior'  clergy 
could  appeal  first  to  bishops  in  the  neighbourhood  then  to 
the  primate  of  a  province,  or  to  a  national  synod,  but  no 
furtlier.*  Pope  ZoBimus  had  thought  fit  to  disregard  the 
mode  of  procedure  afterwards  laid  down  in  tltis  thoir  canon, 
by  admitting  a  priest  named  Apiarius  to  communion.  He 
afterwards  commissiunt^d  hie  legate,  Faustiaus.  to  impress 
nijon  the  Africans  that  his  procedure  wai>  not  novel,  but  that 
its  principle  had  been  included  in  the  Nicene  canons.    The 

'  Con.  CreMuttium.  lib.  iii.  ca|>.  34,  §  88. 

*  The  communication  about  tlie   Nioeoe  ouioiu  wu  bj  kgrcoment  vith 
Botne. 

*  Juat  lu  Id  EaglonJ  there  is  no  le^  appetU  in  a  crioiiiial  comv  from  tJUo 
verdict  of  a  Britiah  jmjr ;   wUiub  is  au  LugUuiui  of  Ihs  trutb  that  t)ie  ri^fal  ot 

'  acDBH  to  tbe  iupreme.nothuritf  is  not  an  easeutial  coasequenue  ol  Ju  aupreniaoy. 
Tb«  autboritj,  still  snprcroe,  maj  be  «xAroiM(l  hy  an  iii(«riM  court.  It  is,  in  a 
word,  all  A  matter  q1  anangentent. 
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Africans  had  not  this  canon  in  their  own  copies  ;  tbey  there* 
fore  a^ked  leave  to  eoraniuiiicAte  with  the  EuBt,  and  seo  if 
their  copies  tallied  with  those  at  Itome,  and,  indeed,  tbey 
insisted  that  tliey  oaght  to  bo  allowed  thos  to  assare  them* 
&elves  aa  to  th«  gap  in  their  own  copies.  Meanwhile, 
St.  Augnfltine  proposed  that  they  should  act  in  obedience  to 
the  regolatiuns  which  Zosimus  had  incladed  amongst  the 
canons  of  Niciea.  They  did  not  say  that  thty  would  not  obey, 
even  if  their  own  copies  of  the  canons  were  found  to  be 
correct.     They  said  they  woixld  consider  the  question  further. 

Now,  without  entering  here  into  the  question  whether  the 
canons  of  general  councils  were  above  the  Pope  or  not,  it  ia 
certain  that  the  Popes  regarded  themselves  as  the  custodians 
of  these  councils,  and  as  bound  in  conscience  to  govern 
according  to  their  requirements.  It  was,  therefore,  quite 
consistent  with  respect  for  the  Pope's  supremacy  to  plead 
tliat  he  was  in  this  instance  departing  &om  the  canonical 
regulations.  A  Catholic  bibhop  now  might  do  the  same,  if  a 
ease  arose  ;  and  it  may  be  added,  that  since  the  Church  h&r 
a  human  side,  a  little  warmth  is  wont  to  arise  over  snch 
eontentions  when  they  are  of  great  interest  to  the  parties 
engaged. 

It  was,  then-fore,  no  failure  in  olwdience,  or  respect,  on 
the  part  of  the  African  Fathnrs,  to  say  what  they  did  on  tfala 
occasion.  The  failure  would  have  been  in  resisting  the  Papal 
decision  if,  after  common  consultation,  it  did  not  harmonise 
with  their  own  judgment.  To  this  pass,  however,  matters 
never  came.  History  deserts  us  just  when  we  should  have 
wisheil  her  to  speak  ;  we  unly  know  that  thu  Church  iu  North 
Africa  eventually  settled  down  to  the  arrangement  whiob 
Zosimus  called  that  of  a  Niccno  canon. 

II.  But  this  in  to  anticipate.  The  copies  of  the  Niceno  canoiu 
from  the  East  arrived  iu  119,*  and  we  hear  notliing  more  of 

■  Tbnv  wu  no  sort  nf  intAlUbUity  ftboul  th»  v«raion  of  Iha  emea  ihkl' 
Atlieas  »ont  Irom  (onMaJitinuple ;  dut  tn  it  kl  all  Mrtoin  tlikt  lb«  Alasandrniici 
poucMted  the  OMiunft  intact.  N<-ilhnrct(  llioni  rvcr  urU>l  m  though  Um  Afrmui 
eoutention  worn  viUl.  And,  io<lM>d,  the  Africaos  pat  in  a  uviriK  elaoH  *•  ta 
olinfTinR  to  lb«ir  own  caHtom,  vix.  'if  they  should  h«  atriotlv  r>hMnr«d  hj'joti  ia 
Ital;.'  Thvy  imply  that  thfj  would  be  guided  b;  IlalUn  CDston).  Anb'ooh  did 
oat  htnd  her  eanonB.    CI.  noto  at  the  Nid  ot  App«n<Ii>  tL,  p.  474. 
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tho  matt(*r  nntil  four  ycarB  aftorwards,  wlion  the  Rame 
Rcandaloaa  prieftt  came  on  to  the  sceno,  again  appealed  U) 
Kome,  aiid  whb  again  unhappily*  absolved.  This  was  auiier 
Celttstine.  Mtninwhile  tho  Pjipal  legfito  had  succeeded  in 
making  himself  ohnoxinns  to  the  Africans,  and  thoy  seem  to 
bavo  made  an  effort  to  do  away  with  legates  a  laUre  for  ever. 
They  accordingly  wrote  a  letter  in  which  they  entreated  St. 
Celestinc  to  send  no  more  legates.  They  also  'earnestly 
entreat  * '  him  to  allow  matters  to  be  terminated  (they  are 
alluding  to  the  case  of  the  prieat  Apiarius,  not  to  the  case 
of  hishops)  where  they  arose.  They  camiot  suppose  that 
Almighty  God  would  give  wisdom  to  one  man  (in  allnaion  to 
FauskiDUS,  who  had  *  opposed  the  whole  assomhly  of  bishops  *) 
orer  against  innumerable  hiHltops  ;  and  to  drag  cases  all  the 
way  to  Home  involved  the  impoRsthility  of  having  the  proper 
array  of  witnesses,  and  as  for  legates  a  latere,  no  ciaoon 
provides  for  sach. 

The  letter  in  which  tboae  statements  occur  differs  in  tone 
from  any  other  communication  from  the  African  Church :  it  is 
evidently  written  with  a  tinge  of  bitterness ;  but  one  or  two 
points  are  worthy  of  Bi>ecial  notice.  First,  they  do  not  ask 
St.  Celestine  not  in  any  case  to  admit  pereons  excommuni- 
cated at  a  distance  (e.tt.  in  Africa)  to  communion,  nor  do  they 
ask  him  under  no  circumstaucea  to  reverse  the  judgments  of 
the  Africans  ;  they  only  ask  him  not  to  do  this  '  too  readily, 
haetily,  and  unduly.'  They  do  not  op[>o80  the  principle  of 
Papal  jurisdiction,  but  urge,  as  they  had  every  right  to  do, 
great  care  in  its  exercise.  Secondly,  they  give  a  reason  why 
the  presence  of  a  legato  a  biiere  in  to  be  deprecated.  It  is 
not  that  he  represents  a  false  principle  of  jurisdiction,  but  that 
it  leads  to  pride.  Faustinus  had  evidently  been  lordmg  it  over 
Afri>a.  They  had  borne  with  hiru  »o  far,  for  it  was  not 
contrary  to  their  faith  to  be  ruk-d  from  Rome,  but  they  trust 
St.  Celeatine— nay,  they  are  sure  they  can  rely  on  him — not  to 
send  any  more,  '  lest  we  should  seem  to  introduce  the  emoky 
pride  of  the  world.'  These  *  eiccutora '  of  the  Papal  miimlutca 
were  apt,  as  we  learn  from  St.  Augustine,  to  be  accompanied 

'  '  Iinpeadio  depreconmr.' 


auo 


NO  guEsnoN  as  to  papal 


A.D.  400 


witb  grent  luilit&ry  escorts,  and  this  did  not,  so  they  considorod, 
tend  to  peace.  It  did  not  impreBs  the  heathen.  It  vras  to  1)6 
deprecated, '  lest  we  *  [i.f .  we  Christians  here  iu  Airica) '  should 
soeni  to  introduce  the  pride  of  the  world."  FaUHtinus  was  not 
the  inheritor  of  the  PapftI  vkarijimti,  and  did  not  uitderatand 
matt^Ts  as  well  aa  the  African  hiahopa  themselves.  So  that 
they  say  one  could  only  defend  bis  position  on  the  supposition 
that  God  could  inspire  one  man  witl)  wisdom  to  the  deprecia- 
tion of  innumerable  hishops. 

Much  capital  has  been  made  oat  of  this  letter  by  one  or 
two  slight  perversions  of  its  terms.  It  has  been  assumed,  (or 
instance,  that  the  '  one  man '  to  whom  the  Africans  here 
objected  meant  the  l^ope  himself.  But  this  is  impossible. 
Not  only  is  it  tho  fact  that  Faustirius,  'i*  the  hiahopa  saul, 
'  opposed  the  whole  asKombly,*  and  so,  obviously,  supplied  tho 
subject  of  their  remark,  but  the  Africans  knew  well  that  in  aU 
Bucb  cases  the  Pope  never  did  act  alone,  he  received  appeals ' 
ia  Synod;  so  that  the  remark  about  the  'one  man'  being 
mieqaal  to  a  number  of  bishops  cannot  apply  to  his  Holiness. 
Again,  a  great  many  writers  iu  defence  of  their  theory  have 
translated  the  words  '  Ibst  we  should  seem  to  introduce  the 
pride  of  the  world,'  as  though,  again,  the  bishops  were  speak', 
iuy  of  the  Pope  instead  of  themselves  as  a  body  in  Africa. 
Archbishop  Laud  deUberately  turns  the  *  we '  into  *  ho.*  Canon 
Bright  understands  it  of  the  Pope,  and  likewise  Mr.  PuEerr-a 
most  unreasonable  supposition. 

in.  Once  more,  it  is  constantly  argued  that  the  Africasflp] 
instead  of  merely  doing  Uieir  best  by  earnest  entreaty  ('  im* 
pondio  deprecamur ')  to  secure  a  particular  mode  of  procedure, 
or  to  limit  it  to  the  case  of  bishops,  were  resisting  the  doctrine 
of  Papal  jurisdiction  in  itself.     But  the  whole  of  the  coutem-j 
porury  history  forbids  such  a  supposition.   The  ideal  of  Church' 
government  was,  to  the  African  mind,  that  priests  shouUI 
never  be  allowed  to  appeal  beyond  .\fnca,  and  that  the  csms^ 
of  bishops  should  ho  managed  by  Papal  commissions   oosi- 
sisting  of  African   bishops.     Home  did  not  consent  to  bind 
herself  to  the  former  arrangement,  but  she  had  employed  tbflj 
latter.      St.  Augustine's   visit   to   Mauritania — in    the   rci 
year   of   tho  first  coimcil,   in  which   the  bishops  proi 
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to  act  in  obodJonce  to  Zosimus'  interpretation  of  the  Nicene 
canons— is  a  case  in  point.  The  Pope  sont  St.  .\ug«stine,  r« 
hiH  comuiissiouer,  with  Bome  otbera,  to  settle  the  affairs  of 
these  Maiiriianian  BiBhops  ou  the  spot.  St.  Augustine  was 
BtricUy  the  Pope's  legato  for  the  oec&sion.  He  tells  us 
bunself  that  he  was  '  enjoined  by  the  venerable  Popo  Zosimus, 
Bishop  of  tlie  Apostolic  See ; '  aud  his  friend  Bt.  PoatiidiuSf 
himself  aa  African  bishop,  says  in  his  Life  of  St.  Augustine 
that  he  (Augustine)  went  to  Mauritania,  'compelled  by  the 
letters  of  the  Apostolic  See,  for  the  termination  of  other 
necessities  of  the  Church,'  i.e.  not  merely  for  a  conference 
with  the  Donatist  bishop  Eroeiitus.  St.  Angusttne  gives  a 
g]inip!<e  of  the  cases  he  had  to  settle  in  anotlicr  passage.  They 
were  questions  of  precedency  between  bishops.  Thus  the 
ideal  of  Church  government  in  the  eyes  of  the  North  Afrieau 
Church  was  not  that  there  should  bo  no  appeal  to  Home  in 
the  case  of  bishops — not  that  they  should  act  independently 
of  Rome,  but  that  tlie  authority  of  the  Apostolic  See  should  be 
exercised  throu;»h  the  medium  of  an  episcopal  commiBsion,  con- 
sisting of  jVfrican  bishops,  and  not  by  a  legate  sent  from 
Borne  itself.  It  vas  a  question  of  procedure,  not  of  the  right 
of  jurisdiction  iti^lf. 

If  this  letter  on  which  so  much  has  been  built  is  genuine, 
there  is  another  argument  to  be  derived  from  it  to  show  that 
they  ooold  not  have  meant  to  withdraw  their  dependence  on 
the  Apostolic  See.  One  of  the  signatories  was  the  celebrated 
Anthony,  who  himself  just  about  the  same  time  prosecuted 
an  appial  lo  Home  against  St.  Augustine.  The  Primate  of 
Numidia  flavoured  the  appeal,  ami  St-  Augustuie  acted  on  the 
supposition  of  an  appeal  being  a  legitimate  course  of  action. 
The  only  answer  that  has  ever  been  given  to  this  is  that  which 
vaB  suggested  in  the  '  Defensio  Cleri  CalUcani/  and  which, 
corrected  of  its  tremendous  blunder,  appears  in  Mr.  Puller's 
*  Primitive  Saints  and  the  See  of  Rome.'  The  'Defensio'  (I 
forbear  to  call  it  Bossuet's,  as  it  is  uncertain  how  far  it 
is  his  handiwork  '),  In  a  passage  of  much  bitterness  against 

■  Mr.  Pullar  hen.  ui  alwA^s,  oalU  it  Bosauet's.  ftad  iadul(;c«  ia  sonie  Boroasm 
Bgainst  LapDfl,  who,  however. tiiinii  uut  to  be  ftCGiiralD,  whUst '  DotBUet '  eonuiiiU 
.  hoR*  blumttr.  I  aofipBal  thnt  Bosiciet's  handiwork  is  tDoinJy  vutbla  In  ■iwb 
,  pMngM  M  ttiftt  on  Bonuia^lut'  Kormulu-;-, 
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Christinnus  Lupus,  the  eminent  canonist,  Bays  that  if  Lupae 
hail  read  the  letter  attentively  ho  would  have  discovered  '  Ihak 
it  was  written  in  ibe  bep^nning  of  Celestine's  reign  [which  is 
trae],  before  tho  replies  had  arrived  from  the  East  about  the 
Nic^'no  canons,  at  which  time  we  hare  aeon  that  appeals  were 
permitted  by  tho  Africans,'  &c. 

Now  wc  know  for  ccrtaiu  that  the  answer  about  the  Nicene 
canons  arrived  in  tlie  end  of  Uie  year  419.  Mr.  Puller  him- 
self admits  this.  We  know  also  that  St.  Coleetine  did  not 
begin  hift  reijjn  until  4*22.  Thus  we  are  told  by  IJosfiiiel  (if 
it  be  his  writing)  tliat  a  letter  written  in  422  or  428,  was 
prior  in  point  of  time  to  some  replies  given  in  419 ! 

Mr.  Puller  adcipta  another  argument,  or  rather,  the  same 
argument  with  the  omission  of  this  blunder.  He  says  that 
the  interval  during  which  the  African  Fathers  promised  to 
accept  appeals  to  Rome  lasted  for  five  years.  Tltere  is  not  a 
word  in  the  records  to  justify  tliis  assertion.  It  ia  a  pure 
assumption,  and  not  uiily  does  it  rely  on  no  foundation  of 
fact,  but  it  apparently  contradicts  the  record.  The  African 
Fathers  promised  to  obey  fit.  ZosimuH*  interpretation  of  the 
Nicene  arrangements  'for  a  short  time  .  .  .  until  we  had 
investigated  tbc  statutes  of  the  Nicene  Council.'  The  statutes 
of  the  council  had  arrived  in  419.  Doee  Mr.  Puller  suppose 
that  the  African  Fatliers  were  still  poring  over  thofte  statutes 
some  four  years  afterwards  ?  Yet  he  says  that  during  that 
interval,  wliich  he  describee  as  '  five  or,  as  some  say,  seven 
years/  'appeals  to  Borne  from  Africa  in  the  case  of  biabopH 
in  accordance  with  tho  Agreement'  were  permitted,  the  a^eu- 
ment  being  that  tiiey  hbould  be  {>ermitt«d  uutii  they  had 
investigated  the  Nicene  statutes,  whirh  had  arrived  four  years 
smce,  during  which  interval  they  had  held  council  after 
council,  and  yet  had  never,  so  fftr  as  any  records  go,  mentiotietl 
tho  subject !  All  is  plain  enough  if  we  8iipiK>se  that  they  bad 
learnt  something  further  from  Itome,  i.e.  either  that  the 
genuine  copy  of  the  Nicene  Council  was  that  which  wua  pr^ 
served  at  Borne,  or  that  the  Sordican  canons  were  a  doe 
appnndix  to  the  Nicene. 

Dut,  on  the  theory  against  which  I  am  contending,  we 
have  to  supjiosv  that  Bishop  Anthony,  strongly  disapproWng 
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of  appeals,  yet  himself  prosecuted  an  appeal  to  Home  and 
induced  the  Primate  of  Numidiii  tu  back  his  appeal,  and  that 
St.  Augustine  followed  thu  matter  to  Borne  (all  of  wliich  i.s 
admittetl  history) ;  and  all  this  was  A<mo  on  tlie  j^ound  that 
they  were  HvinR  in  an  interval  in  whicli  upptaU  were  per- 
mitted, but  which  waa  shortly  to  be  closed  as  contrary  to  the 
admittt^d  and  vital  principles  of  Church  Rovevnmont !  We 
have  also  to  suppose  that  a  month  or  so  after  the  first  council 
had   decided   upon  this  interval   Ht.  Augustine  went  off  to 

;  Mauritania  to  act  as  Papal  legate,  although  (on  the  t^ame 
theory)  the  Pope  had  no  jurisdiction  in  that  country.  The 
African  bishops  behaved,  on  Ihi^  theory,  much  as  schoolboys 
who  have  a  little  leave  to  do  a  number  of  things  they  want«d 
to  do,  and  take  full  advantage  of  the  leave;  whereivs  all  ia 
plain  and  natural  on  the  supposition  that  the  African  bi^hrips 

I  "believed,  ae  St.  Augustine  did,  that  wlien  Home  had  spokon 
the  case  was  at  an  end,  and  not  till  then,  in  the  case  of 
bishops.  On  the  further  matter,  as  to  priests,  they  wished 
for  an  arrangement  which  would  have  modified  the  exorcise 
of  the  Pope's  jurisdiction,  without  attacking  the  root  principle 
of  that  jurisdiclion. 

IV.  Bat,  in  point  of  fuct,  the  gravest  suspicion  rests  nn  this 
letter,  which  has  been  made  to  do  such  service  against  the 
principle  of  apf»ea)s.  Had  such  a  document  been  handed  to 
8t.  Augustine  for  inspection  he  must  have  disflaimed  it  as  no 
Catholic  document.  In  his  conference  with  the  Donatists  he 
objected  to  the  production  of  documents  without  tlates.'  The 
Dimatists  replied  that  many  councils  had  no  date.  Kt.  Au< 
gustine  to  this  replic<l  that  such  might  be  the  ca-se  with  schis- 
matical  councils,  but  not  with  Catholic  documents.  He 
quoted  the  prophets  in  his  behalf,  who  savin  whose  reign  they 
prophesied.  He  more  than  once  enunciated  this  vital  prin- 
ciple, that  you  have  no  right  to  bring  a  document  into  court, 
purporting  to  be  that  of  a  Catholic  coiuicil,  unless  it  has  the 
name  of  the  consul  and  the  day. 

This  letter,  on  which  Dr.  Pusey  so  mnch  relied,  has  no 
d&te. 


>  rf.  Drti'iculna  Cotlntionit  cum  DontitiMtif,  Sii  dl«i,  oap.  zv.  17  :  'Cntho- 
lioHnm  coucilift  consuli-ii  ut  dicB  ttemper  liabuicM.' 
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Further,  it  comes  before  us  as  emanating  from  a  universal^ 
8>'nod  of  Africa — the  peer  of  tho  great  meeting  of  419.'     Yel 
we  have  no  roL-nrtJ  nf  this  synocl.     This  nould  not  be  fatal  if 
we  had  the  date,  but  there  is  no  date. 

Further,  when  we  examine  the  list  of  signatories  we  dis- 
covor  that  their  nimiber  is  fifteen.  It  adds  that  there  were 
othc-rs — viz.  those  whom  they  reprosentod,  as  would  Iw  naturul, 
but  it  only  giveii  Ufteen  names.  Now  fifteen  was  the  exact 
uuiiiler  of  legates  fixed  upon  shortly  before  to  represent  a 
univerBal  synod.  But  the  president  was  never  eoanted  in, 
KO  that  though  fifteen  is  the  right  numl>er^  there  ought  tobe&t 
least  one  other  name  mentioned  to  make  the  account  correct 

But  whon  we  examine  the  list  of  signatories  we  find  that 
it  differs  altogether  from  that  of  tho  fifteen  who  were  ap[H>iDted. 
Why  is  this  ?  The  '  Defensio  CI.  Gall.'  (Bossuet)  says  that 
other  legates  had  been  appointed.  It  is  curious  that  we  havo. 
no  retiord  of  this,  whilst  the  names  were  so  carefully  recoi 
mth  tlie  provinces,  in  the  unquestioned  list  issued  by  the 
qnostioned  miiversiil  synod. 

But  whose  names  are  wanting?  Why,  instead  of  8t. 
Augustine,  St.  Alypius,  and  Rcstitutns,  the  three  bishops  who 
had  hitherto  represented  Numidia,  we  lind  one  bishop  of  that; 
province,  and  that  is  Anthony,  the  name  of  the  scandalc 
bishop  who  had  appealed  to  Rome  against  St  Augustine. 
This  was  the  man  who  is  supposed  to  have  represented  NuinidiA 
instead  of  those  three  sauita,  and  to  have  signed  the  lieated! 
letter  against  »p{)eal8  ! 

I  submit  that  this  is  an  InsufKcient  foondation  on  which 
to  rest  the  position  that  the  Church  of  North  Ah4ca  repudiated 
the  supremo  jurisdiction  of  that  see  which  it  called  in  every 
letter,  I  had  almost  said  in  every  other  sentence  of  some 
letters,  'Uie  Apostolic  See.'  8he  accepted  Bt.  Innocent's 
letters  with  all  their  Vatii;an  Leaching,  whilst  her  sabseqaeDt 
vrriters  never  allude  to  this  discussion  as  involving  any  sueh 
repudiation.' 


<  In  mj  tatitr  to  the  Bishop  of  Linoolo  lliSiS)  tbert  It  t  mlspriat  an  thit 
KObJMi.    The  '  dqI  '  bIiouIiI  Im*  eru«d  on  p^  M  as  the  wiamout  re<iuim. 

■  Then  u  %  lot^fid  letter  wbiob  does,  bat  th*  f<HK>*7  Iw*  beea  oipoMd  vilh 
ftiDp1«  vndMiee.     8m  wUmo  note  at  tbe  end  of  Appendix  D. 


CHAPTER   XVin. 

THE   COlTNCn.    OF    EPHESCS. 

I.  A  pBcruAR  importance  atlat^Jies  to  the  Council  ol 
EpfaeflUB,  from  ao  bistoricalpoint  of  view,  from  the  fact  that  it  is 
the  first  of  the  (Ecumenical  CoudcIIb  of  which  wc  h&ve  anything 
like  a  fall  and  anqacstionod  narrative.  Accordingly,  I  nhall 
proceed  to  test  the  theory  of  independent  national  Churehea 
by  the  history  of  this  conncil. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  that  theory  regards  the  most 
complete  severance  from  the  Apostolic  Sec  as  compatible  with 
membership  in  the  One,  Holy,  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church  ; 
and  that  it  appeals  especially  to  the  Church  of  those  four 
General  Councils  which  St.  Gregory  compared  to  the  four 
Holy  Gospels.  I  propose,  therefore,  to  sliow,  from  a  roWew 
of  the  conncil,  that  nothing  but  the  most  complete  misinter- 
pretation of  the  Acta  of  this  council  could  enable  anyone  to 
consider  the  above  theory  as  in  harmony  with  the  teaching  of 
the  early  Christian  Church. 

The  council  was  concerned  with  the  question  of  the  miion 
of  the  two  natures  in  the  One  Divine  Person  of  our  Redeemer, 
Was  it  a  fiubstantial  or  an  accidental  union  ?  The  wliole 
<)ne8tion  of  the  world's  salvation  bung  upon  the  answer.  Both 
8t.  Celestizie,  the  Pope,  and  St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria  emphasise 
this  fact.  St.  Colestine,  in  bis  letter  to  Nestorius,  says,  that 
*we  complain  that  those  words  have  been  removed  [i.e.  by 
Nestorius]  which  promise  us  the  hope  of  all  life  and  salvation.* 
8t.  Cyril  again  and  again  strikes  the  same  note.  Dr.  Salmon 
would  have  done  well  to  have  remembered  this  in  bis  criti- 
cisms '  on  this  great  champion  of  the  faith. 

■  Jn/aUibiHtj/  o/Itu  Chttnh,  p.  313. 
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Dp  to  the  tiine  of  thtt  ConncU  uf  lilphesua  expressons '  hod 
been  used  conceruing  the  uniuii  of  the  two  Datores  in  Cliriab 
which  were  meant  in  an  orthodox  sense,  bat  which  were 
liable  to  misinterpretation.  St.  Ipcnatins  had  Ppoken  of 
Christ  as  'bearing  flesh;'  TertuHian  had  described  Him 
as  *  clothed  with  fiesh ; '  and  the  early  Fathers  had  often 
ixanA  the  word  '  niixtnre '  {Kpaerta)  of  the  union  of  the  two 
natarea. 

But  a  term  bad  been  in  use  which,  if  rightly  understood, 
safeguarded  the  trnth  of  the  ivbiott  of  the  two  natures.  I 
jnean,  of  course,  the  term  %£OT6ieo9,  or  Mother  of  God,  as 
applied  to  our  Blessed  Lady.  The  term  had  not  been  as  tho- 
roughly sifted,  and  authoritatively  explained  by  the  Church, 
as  it  was  destined  to  be,  owing  to  the  heresy  of  Xestorius; 
but,  as  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch  hade  Nestorius  reflect,  it  had| 
been  in  frequent  use. 

II.  NestoriuR  had  entered  upon  his  careor  as  archbishop 
with  the  boast  that  if  the  emperor  would  give  him  the  earth 
cleared  of  heretics,  he  would  give  him  heaven  in  exchange, 
and  that  if  His  Imperial  Majesty  would  assist  him  in  putting 
heretics  to  rout,  he  would  a«;m(tt  him  to  do  the  same  with  his 
Persian  foes.  He  was  inexcusably  cruel  to  his  heterodox  sub- 
jects, but  he  soon  himsolf  plunged  into  a  heresy  which  cut  at 
the  root  of  tlio  Christian  faith  —attributing  to  our  Ihvine  Lord 
a  human  personality,  and  thereby  denying  the  aulmtantial 
union  between  the  two  natures.  His  writings  funnd  their 
way  into  Egj-pt,  which  was  in  the  patriarchate  of  AJexandri*. 
presided  over  at  that  time  by  the  great  St.  Cyril.  St.  Cyril 
was  consequently  bound  to  take  notice  of  the  danger,  and  A 
correspondence  ensued  between  him  and  Neeiorios.  St.  Cyril 
at  length  appealed  to  the  Po]>e.  He  held  off  from  this  final 
step  as  long  aa  he  conld.  from  the  same  feeling  as  St.  Celeetine 
himself  expressed  when  he  said  that  ho  could  havo  wisfac 
never  to  have  seen  the  letters  of  Xostorius,  '  lest  I  should 
comi>elled  to  pass  judgment  on  so  serious  a  matter.' 

J II.  8i.  Celestine  was  a  man  full  of  zeal  for  the  faith  and 
of  great  piety,  judging  from  his  letters.     Dr.  Wordsworth 
appeals  to  hiin  as  the  best  judge  of  Cyril's  character  and 
'  Of.  Cath.  Diet.  '  CoudcU  of  Bplwnu.' 
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conduct,  although  he  mistakes  hia  share  in  the  affair  uf  Nes- 
torius.  He  says:  *  Perhaps  tliere  could  not  have  boen  a  more 
impartial  indgfi  of  the  parties  in  the  struggle  than  the  Bishop 
of  Rome.  Celestine  was  a  calm  spectator  of  the  controversy, 
and  in  a  review  of  it  it  may  1)e  well  to  enumerate  his  letters 
oa  indicative  of  his  bearing  with  regard  to  it,  and  also  as  a 
sammary  of  its  history.'  ' 

We  shall  presently  see  that  St.  Celestine  was  by  no  means 
a  mere  '  spcGtator  of  the  controversy,'  and  that  his  letters  by 
no  means  l)ear  ont  Dr.  Wordsworth's  general  review  of  the 
Comicil.  But  that  writer  shows  a  true  instinct  in  taking  the 
Pope's  estimate  of  St.  Cyril,  in  preference  to  that  of  the 
lattor's  enemies,  whom  Dr.  Salmon  follows, *  for  St.  Celes- 
tine's  estimate  is  that  of  all  after  time.  '  The  bishop  of 
Itome/  says  Dr.  Wordsworth,  '  did  not  suppose  Cyril  to 
have  been  actuated  by  any  unworthy  motives  in  thi-s  con- 
troversy.' In  this  matter  Dr.  Pusoy  is  at  oni3  with  Dr.  Words- 
worth.' 

St.  Celestine,  on  being  appealed  to  by  St.  Cyril,  at  onoe 
convoked  a  s^Tiod,  as  was  euatomary  with  the  bishops  of 
Rome,  and  gave  St.  Cyril  a  fnll  and  emphatic  answer.  He 
aathorised  him  to  act  for  bim  judicially.  Bo  far  St.  Cyril's 
action  towards  Nestorius  had  been  an  office  of  charity,  not  an 
act  of  jurisdiction.  He  did  not  think  that  he  would  do  well 
even  to  excommunicate  him  from  his  own  Church  without 
'  consulting  Celestine,  although  he  says  he  might  legitimately 
have  done  that  much.  When  he  wrote  to  the  Egyptian  monks 
he  was  writing  to  people  within  his  own  jurisdiction,  but 
he  had  now  laid  the  matter  before  one  who  could  deal  with 
I  easee  that  concerned  the  whole  Church,  and  with  the  question 
of  deposition  as  well  as  excommunication.'*  The  correspond- 
ence that  passed  between  Alexandria  aud  Rome  on  this  occa- 
sion is,  however,  so  important  that,  at  the  cost  of  repetition, 
X  will  give  a  summary  of  the  two  letters.*^ 

IV.  St.  Cyril  begins  with  giving  his  reason  for  breaking  the 
silence  which  he  had  kept  as  long  as  he  dared.    The  ancient 

■  TVordBworth'a  Ckurch  llialory,  vol.  iv.  pp.  233-3. 

■  hoc.  eit.  •  Vttt.  to  St.  Cyril'a  Work*.    XAb.  of  the  FaOun. 
*  Ct  Antiftbnmiut  vittdiattM,  pt  i.  t>.  5U6.       *  Mvui.  t.  iv.  p.  1011.  wg. 
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customs  of  the  Churches  (be  says)  jwrsuade  ub  to  communi- 
calo  Bucli  matters  to  your  Holiucss ;   I,  tberofore,  writo  of 
iioceseity.     Nestorius  (he  says)  from  the  eommcncement  of 
his  episcopate   has    been    diRsemmatinf;   amongst  his  own 
people,  and  the  strangers  who  tlock  to  Constantinople  CroiO-j 
all  quarters,  absurd  ideas,  contrary  to  the  faith.    He  has  sent 
Neatorius'  homilies  to  Cclesline.     It  was  in  his  mind  to  tell 
Xestorius  at  oncu  that  he  could  nu  longer  hold  communion 
with  him ;  but  he  thought  it  better  to  hold  out  to  him  a  help- 
ing hand  first  and  exhort  him  by  letters.    Nestorjus,  however, 
only  tried  in  every  way  to  circumvent  him.    At  last  a  biBhnp, 
named  Dorotheas,  exclaimed  ui  Nestorius'  presence,  *  If  any 
one  shall  call  Mary  tlie  mother  of  God,  let  liim  lie  anathema.' 
A  crisis  was  reached  by  this  expression ;  a  great  disturbance' 
arose  amongst  the  jx-ople  of  Constantinople.     With  few  ex- 
ceptions thoy  refrained  from  communion—nearly  all  the  monaB-^ 
teries  and  great  part  of  the  senate  — for  fear  of  reoeivin| 
harm  to  their  faith.   He  had  found,  moreover,  that  Nestorias* 
writings  bud  been  introduced  into  Egypt^  and  in  consequence 
had  written  an  encyclical  tu  the  Egyptian  monasteries  to  con- 
firm them  in  the  faith.    Copies  of  this  finding  their  way  to] 
Constantinople,  Nestorius  had  resented  C}Til'B  action.    He 
acuiist'd  Cyril  of  having  read  the  Fathers  wrongly.      Cyril 
says  he  wrote  direct  to  Xestorius,  with  a  compendions  expo- 
sition of  the  futh,  exhorting  him  to  conform  to  this.     All  the 
bishops,  odds  Cyril,  are  with  rae,  especially  those  of  Mace- 
donia.    Nestorius,  however,  considered  that  ho  alone  under- 
stood the  Scriptures.    While  all  orthodox  hishops  and  eainta 
confess  Christ  to  be  God,  and  the  Virgin  to  be  the  mother 
Ood,  deoTOKos,  he  alone  who  denies  thia  is  supposed,  forsooth, 
to  be  in  the  right.    The  people  of  Constantinople  now  began. 
Bays  St.  Cyril,  to  look  fur  aid  outride  their  province.   St.  Cyril 
felt  that  a  'dispensation  was  entrusted  to  liitu,'  and  that  be 
should  have  to  answer  on  the  day  of  judgment  for  silence  in 
this  matter.     He  does  not,  however,  feel  that  he  can  confi- 
dently withdraw  himself  from   communion  with   Nestorius 
before  communicating  these  things  to  His  Holineas. 

*  Deign,  therefore,  to  decide  what  seems  right  (n'^njo-a*  t« 
BoKovv),  whether  we  ought  to  oommnnicate  at  all  with  him, 
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or  to  tell  him  plainly  that  no  one  communicates  with  a  pereon 
who  hoUls  and  teaches  what  he  tloee.  Purther,  the  purpose 
of  yotir  HolinesH  ought  to  be  made  known  by  letter  to  the 
most  religious  and  God-loving  bishops  of  Macodonia,  and  to 
ail  the  bUhop«  oj  tha  East,  for  we  shall  thfn  give  them,  accord- 
ing to  their  dfjtire,  the  opportunity  of  standing  together  in 
unity  of  soul  and  mind,  and  lead  them  to  contend  earnetitly 
(itraya}vi<ra<T6at)  for  the  orthodox  Faith  which  is  being  attacked. 
As  regards  Nestoriua,  our  fathers,  who  have  said  that  the 
Holy  Virgin  is  the  mother  of  God,  are,  together  with  us  who 
are  here  to-day,  involved  in  anathema ;  for  although  he  did 
not  like  to  do  this  with  his  own  tips,  still,  by  sitting  and 
listening  to  another,  viz.  Dorotbeus,  he  has  helped  him  to 
do  it,  for  immediately  on  coming  from  the  throne  he  com- 
municated him  at  the  holy  mysteries.'  He  (St.  Cyril)  hae 
therefore  sent  hie  Holuiess  the  materials  for  forming  a 
judgment. 

V.  St.  Celestine  in  a  beautiful  letter,  in  answer,  expresses 
his  joy  in  the  midst  of  sadness  at  Cyril's  purity  of  faith.  He 
endorses  his  teaching,  and  embracofl  him  in  the  Lord,  as 
preeent  in  his  letters.  Still  (says  the  Pope)  we  are  of  one 
mind  concerning  Christ  our  Lord !  He  compares  Cyril  to  a 
good  shepherd,  and  Ne&torius  not  even  to  a  hir(>hng,  but  to  a 
wolf,  who  ia  destroying  his  own  sheep.  Our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ,  whose  own  '  geueration  '  is  questioned,  shows  us  that 
we  should  toil  lor  one  sheep ;  bow  much  more  for  one  shep- 
herd !  We  ought,  therefore,  *  to  shut  him  out  from  tlie 
aheep,  unless  there  is  hope  of  his  conversion.  This  we 
earnestly  desire.  But  \j'  he  penUts,  an  open  sentence  must 
be  passed  on  him,  for  a  wound,  when  it  affects  tht  whole 
body,  must  be  at  once  cut  away.  For  what  has  he  to  do  with 
those  who  are  of  one  mind  amongst  themselves — he  who  con- 
siders that  he  alone  knows  what  is  best,  and  dissents  from 
our  faith  ?  Let  then  all  those  whom  he  has  removed  remain 
in  communion  [with  the  Church],  and  give  him  to  understand 
that  be  cannot  be  in  communion  with  us  if  he  persists  in 
this  path  of  perversity  in  opposition  to  the  Apoetolio  teaching. 
Whrr^ore  tuaKtnimj  the  anlhunttf  nf  our  See,  oud  aeting  in  our 
ittead  and  plaire  v:iih  deleyaU^d  auUioritp  (i^ovvia),  you  shall 
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exeaitf  «  fent^nrf  of  thiJi  kind  (iKfliff/ia-en  awo^aiv),  not  with- 
out Rtrict  severity,  viz.  that  iinleHS  within  ten  d»y8  after  tbw 
admonition  of  ours  he  anathcmatisetf,  in  written  confeesion, 
hia  e^Tl  teaching,  and  proiiiiftes  for  the  future  to  confess  the 
faith  concerning  tho  birth  of  Christ  onr  (lod,  which  both  the 
Church  of  Home  and  that  of  your  HohneaR,  and  the  whote 
Christian  rdigion  preaches,  forthwith  your  Holine^a  will 
provide  for  that  Church.  And  let  him  know  that  he  is  to  be 
aUogether  removed  from  our  body.  .  .  .  We  have  written  the 
same  to  our  brothers  and  fellow* bishops  John,  Kufus,  Juvenal, 
and  Flavian,  wln3robyrtwr/MJ<7JM*-»f  concerning  him,  y<«  rathtr, 
the  judgment  of  Christ  aur  Tjttrd,  may  be  manifest.* 

It  would  bo  im|)OBfiil>Ie  to  express  with  greater  cleamewj 
the  claim  involved  in  the  Papal  enpremacy,  as  understood  at  i 
this  hour,  than  is  done  by  Ihetio  two  letters.    *  Confirm  thy\ 
brethren'   was   tho  divine  injunction  to  the  Prince  of  thol 
Apostles ;  *  I  have  prayed  for  thee,  that  thy  faith  fail  not ; 
thou,  in  thy  turn,  confinn   thy  brethren.' '    CelesUne  waaj 
now  exemplifying  this  law  of  the  Church's  life,  and  in  doing] 
60  he  did  but  add  one  more  to  the  number  of  saintly  Popes 
who  had  already  been   conspicuous   for  the  support   they 
rendered  to  the  rest  of  the  orthodox  bishops  in  the  defence 
of  the  great  mystery  of  our  Faith ;  f.g.  St.  Dionysius  sup|»ort- 
ing  one  bishop  of  Alexandria  previous  to  the  Arian  struggle, 
8t.  Juliu9  another,  the  great  Confe»t*or  Bishop  of  Alexandrias: 
in  the  midst  of  that  struggle ;  St.  Xiamasus  supportiug  Um 
bishops  in  general  in  the  struggle  with  the  Macedonian  hereay ; 
and  now,  St.  Celestine  '  confirming '  St.  Cyril.    And  in 

■  Dr.  DAlltnger  p«ro<itM  th«  Church'*  ftppliMtion  of  thia  mt  to  tbt  ■ucu>wui 
ot  Bi.  VwUii  wbea  Iw  o«IU  it  ■  fu  bxni  b«tug  s  i^uvmiIm  of  inf»UiblUlj  for 
ewer  J  BiDgle  diotuin  on  kd  articl«  of  cwclMiuttoft]  AacUune.'  No  iiveoiagi»Uw*n 
Iftid  downiOfih  aohil'liith  priiK^iple,  nor  did  the  CbureheverMllon  Dr.  DAl]li>(tct 
to  bellvvv  it-  IK'  LnKiniutM  H*t  Nune  abaonlit;  when  be  nyi,  'ttmatliorUticHi 
that  I*et«T  Kboutd  ktiengtbeo  hi*  brclbi«o  by  no  iDMitt  involve*  »  promL^  Uwl 
hft  would  teidlj  da  su  in  ev^ tingle  tiutatttt.^ '  OurLurdpranuMMUHMco*!^ 
•rimng  from  bU  own  prayor ;  wid  tbat  iwcuritj  nvod  not  b*.  and  iwm  «m, 
•tntcbed  to  include*  '  tTcrj  singltf  ifuUtsoe,'  of  wbktsoever  kind. 

II  will  be  adouled.  bvw««w,  th«t  in  Um  nb>Ml-natl«r  ot  GebtiiM**  UMk. 
tba  rary  toauilalioii&  ot  our  boljr  Fidtb  w«M  ooooertwd. 


1Im<w«Mmi  MMl  Mm  «N  tt#  r<M(Ma  OrcM*.  Kna.  InM.  pL  bL 
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caae  the  support  was  rendered  by  the  See  of  St.  Peter  leas  in 
the  way  of  argument  tbaii  by  a  Bimplo  faithrulnoBfl  to  the 
tradition  of  the  Church  :  more,  that  is,  in  a  divine  than  a 
bumau  way,  more  by  authority  than  by  dialectic  skill.  The 
Cliurch  livee  on  authority,  not  on  argument,  even  as  our 
Lord  '  Bpakc  aB  one  having  authority,'  and  not  as  the  Scribes 
and  Phariseea  with  tlieir  subtle  dialectic.  8t.  Agatho,  when 
he  sent  his  legates  to  the  Sixth  Council,  said  that  they  were 
not  versed  in  subtle  interpretations  of  the  Kcripturee— such 
as  had  so  frequently  led  the  East  astray — nor  were  they  illus- 
trious in  eloquence,  but  they  had  something  better,  viz.  a  full 
knowledge  of  the  *tra<1ilion  of  the  Apostolic  See,  as  it  has 
been  maintained  by  my  predecessora,  the  Apostolic  Pontiffs.' 
This  wiLB  real  history,  and  this  they  possessed.  Nestorius 
expressed  his  contempt  for  the  Holy  See  when  condemned 
by  it,  and  affected  to  despise  St.  Celeatine.  He  called  him 
*  one  too  simple  to  fathom  the  force  of  the  doctrines.'  But, 
as  Dr.  Puaey  well  remarks,^  •  It  did  not  occur  to  ^'e8toriu8 
that  divine  truth  is  seen  by  simple  piety,  not  by  proud  in- 
tellect.' The  letters  of  Celestine  are  by  no  means  devoid  of 
argumentative  power  at  times ;  they  are,  huwover,  more  the 
letters  of  a  man  of  strong  character  in  higli  authority  than  of 
the  dialectician  or  the  orator.  He  writes  as  one  steeped  in 
th«  writings  of  prophets,  evangeUsts,  and  apostles,  but  his 
piety  is  of  a  masculine  cluiracter,  and  his  Scriptural  quota- 
tions are  full  of  point.  This  particular  letter  to  St.  Cyril 
played  a  moet  important  part  in  the  history  of  Christian 
doctrine,  for  it  was  referred  to  as  authoritative  by  the  council 
ilself,  and  as  determining  their  synodical  act. 

VI.  The  two  letters  together,  St.  C}Tir8  and  St.  Celestine's, 
contain  the  following  important  points. 

(i.)  It  was  an  'ancient  custom,'  according  to  St.  Cyril,  for 
auoh  important  matters  as  the  deposition  of  an  heretical  aroh- 
biethop  to  be  referred  to  Home.  St.  Cyril  eays  that  he  writes 
to  Kome  *  as  a  matter  of  necessity.'  He  does  not  even  sepa- 
rate Nestorius  from  commanion  with  his  own  patriarchato 
until  he  has  written  to  Koine. 

(ii.)  He  aaks  St.  Celestine  to  prescribe  what  be  judges  best 

'  Inirod.  io  Mfru  Workt  o/  Cyril,  p.  S4.    Lib.  of  th»  Fathen. 
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in  the  matter;  to  give  the  formal  tti-riMoti  on  thifl  important j 
case,  and  to  notify  liis  decision  to  all  the  bishops  of  ibe  East. 
Canon  Bright  merely  calls  this  writing  in  'very  deferential: 
lerins ' '  to  the  Bishop  of  Rome.  Would  it  not  fliirprise  some 
of  IiIr  readers  to  know  how  deferential  the  terms  of  8t.  Cyril's 
letter  ^ere?  He  u&cs  a.  word  which  occurs  again  and  again 
in  the  ActH  of  the  councile  in  reference  to  the  relation  of  the 
Pope  to  the  condemnation  of  Neetoriue,  asking  him  rvTroMrtu 
TO  BoKovp — words  which  are  a  sort  of  refrain  for  a  year  to 
come ;  they  form  the  key-not«  to  the  proceedings  at  Ephoous. 
Bossaet  remarks  upon  this  expression,  that  '  it  signifies,  in 
Oreek,  to  decliuc  juridically ;  tvttos  is  a  rule,  a  sentence,  and 
rvir&(rai  to  BomoOv  is  to  declare  one's  opinion  judicially.  The 
Pope  alone  couJd  do  it.  Neither  Cyril,  nor  any  other  patriarch, 
had  the  power  to  depose  NcHtorius,  who  was  not  tbeir  subject: 
the  Pope  alone  did  it,  and  no  one  was  found  to  exclaim  against 
it,  because  his  authority  extended  over  all.' 

(iii.)  St.  Celestine  adopts  thronghout  liis  letter  to  Nee- 
torius,  sent  with  the  above  letter  to  Cyril,  the  same  tone 
of  authority  as  he  uses  in  nTiting  to  Cyril.  He  writes  with 
affectionate  anxiety  for  Nestorins,  but  with  the  authority  of 
office.  He  h»s  no  doubt  about  his  prerogative  of  infallibility  in 
such  a  matter,  and  docs  not  hesitate  to  express  his  conviction. 

Dean  Church,  in  defending '  his  jwsition,  and  that  of  others 
who  appeal  to  the  early  Church,  says  that  he  finds  only  &, 
mitigated  measure  of  authority  '  in  the  early  and  undivided 
Church,  and  there  was  no  such  thing  known  as  in^Uibility.' 
And  this  be  calls  '  a  certain  fact,*  including  in  the  early  and 
undivided  Cburch  the  time  of  the  great  councils. 

But  8t.  Celestine,  on  being  appealed  to  by  St.  Cyril  to 
formnlate  the  decision  as  to  Neetorius'  excommunicution  mnd, 
deposition,  at  once  assumes  his  infallibilit}' '  in  such  a  gravo] 
matter.  The  Vatican  decree  does  not  go  beyond  his  words,  • 
when  he  sa^'s  of  hi»  own  sentence  on  Nestorius,  that  it  is  not] 
so  much  his,  but  rather  it  is  *  the  divine  judgment  of  Cliri.st' 
our  Lord ; '  and  again  to  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch  he  sayB, 

'  Diet.  ofChr.  Biog.  m.  'Cyril,'  p.  786. 

■  Tkt  Oxford  Movtmtnt.  by  Dua  Cburd),  p.  ISfi. 

■  As  to  tbo  matlot  of  faiOi. 
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'  and  let  your  Holiness  know  this  sentence  is  passed  by  ub, 
jea,  rather  by  Christ  [our]  God.'  Just  as  afterwards  the 
S3niod,  writing  to  Uie  clergy  of  Consiantinople,  calls  the 
executed  sentence,  being  that  of  Pope  and  council  tof^ether, 
'the  juBt  sentence  of  the  Holy  Trinity  and  their  [i.e.  the 
bishops'  and  legates']  divinely  inspired  judgment.' 

(iv.)  And  again,  Celestine  is  lic-re  pronomiriiig  jadgnient 
as  to  what  is  preached  by  the  '  whole  Christian  religion/  and 
decides  to  cut  off  Nesiorius /rom  the  conunon  unity. 

VII.  Dr.  "Wordsworth  speaks  of  this  all -important  letter  as 
being  eirapJy  a  staU>mont  of  'the  orthodox  doctrine  of  the 
Western  Fatliers '  upon  the  controversy  ! '  Celestine,  however, 
states  that  he  is  giving  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  of  Borne 
and  Alexandria  and  '  the  whole  Christian  reUgion/  or,  as  he 
expresses  it  in  his  letter  to  Neatorius  (going  over  the  same 
ground),  *  the  universal  Church.*  Cauuu  Bright  ^  describes  it 
thus: 

'  Celestine  gave  Cyril  a  commission  of  stringent  character 
(Monai,  iv.  1017).  He  was  "to  join  tlie  authority  of  the 
Boman  See  tokiiownt'  and  on  the  part  of  Celestine,  as  ftfUa» 
\/or  hinuflf.  to  warn  Nestorins  that  uuless  a  written  retractation 
were  executed  within  ten  days,  giving  assarance  of  his  accept- 
ance of  the  faith  as  to  "  Christ  our  God,"  which  was  held  by 
the  Churches  of  Roine  aiul  Akxandria,  he  would  bo  excluded 
from  the  eoramiinion  of  Oime  Chimhe»,  and  pj-ovision  would 
be  made  by  them  for  the  Church  of  Constantinople,  i.e.  by 
the  appointment  of  an  orthodox  bishop.'  • 

Now,  St.  Celestine  does  not  say  exactly  'join  the  anlho- 
rity  of  the  Roman  See  to  hi»  mm,'  which  Canon  ]Jrighfc 
gives  as  a  quotation.  There  is  nothing  in  the  Latin  or  Gret'k 
exactly  corre8|>oudLng  to  '  his  own; '  words  whicli  would  sng- 
geftt  something  more  than  the  Papal  decision  as  the  source  of 
authority.*  Neither  does  Celestine  hid  8t,  Cyril  warn  Nestorius 
*on  the  part  of  Celestine  as  Wfil  as  for  himself.'  He  simply 
constitutes  8t.  Cyril  his  '  plenipotentiary/  as  Dr.  DolUnger 

<  Chvnh  Hittary,  rol.  iv,  p.  310. 

*  Dietwnary  a/  Chrialian  iiiography,  art. '  Cyril,'  p.  766. 

*  Tho  iWios  are  mine. 

*  Omh  ff»(,  Lniin  'ftdsctU  ■—•imply  teims  will)  which  a  k'«»le  migbi  bn 
eommitsiuiied  to  ticl. 
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Ficonmfely  expressed  it.'    Neither,  again,  docs  Ccleetino  speak^ 
of  the  faith  held  by  the  Churches  of  Home  and  Alexaiidrift 
flimply,  but  ho  adds  timt  it  is  th&t  of  the  entire  Christian  vorld 
or  religion.  And  further,  which  is  of  much  greater  importance, 
he  tells  NestoriuH  in  the  same  batch  of  letters  which  Cyril  wa«" 
to  read  and  forward,  that  he  will  exclude  him,  not  from  the 
conununion  of '  those  Charches  '  only,  but  from  the  communis 
also  of  the  entire  ChriBiian  Church.     This  latter  point  is  oi 
supremo  importance,  and  it  is  strange  that  Dr.  Bright  should 
omit  it."   In  this  very  letter  Celestine  speaksof  Nefitorius  being 
separated  from  'our  body.'  by  which  from  the  contextual  uas 
of  '  our,'  he  could  not  mean  simply  his  own,  nor  only  his  own 
and  C'.iTirB,  hut  the  whole  body  of  the  Church.     Anyhow,  ii 
his  letter  to  Nestorius,  which  St.  Cyril  was  to  read  and  forward 
and  which  covers  the  same  ground,  the  Pope  says  expi 
that  by  thin  e^imtence,  unless  he  retracts,  he  is  cutoff  from  the 
communion  of '  tho  whole  Catholic  Church  {'&h  uiiiversahs  te 
Kcclesio!  Catholic:e  communione  dejectom).*    This  is  a  vital 
point,  and  it  is  surely  not  fair  to  tcU  tlie  reader  that  Celestino 
bade  Cyril  warn  N&storiuB  that  he  was  to  be  cut  off  from  the 
communion  of  '  thoee  Churches*  (viz,  Itome  and  Alexandria) 
when,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  he  was  telling  him  that  he  waa  to 
he  cut  off  from  the  commuuiou  of  the  whule  Catholic  Church. 
They  are  words,  too,  which   recur>  for    in  writing   to   tfa« 
Hergy  and  people  of  Constantinople  the  Tope  repeats  the  seU' 
t«ncc  in  full,  wtiic-h  Cyril  is  to  pass  on  Nestorius.     And  wliils 
he  speaks  again  of  the  faiths  held,  not  only  by  tbo  Cboicheaof 
Eome  and  Alexandria,  hut  by  *  the  whole  Catholic  Church,*  he 
says  that  Xestorius  is  to  be  '  excommunicated  from  the  entire 
Catholic  Church."    The  same  occurs  once  more  in  the  Pope's 
k'tter  to  John  of  Autioch.     The  Pope  there  again  aj»caks  as 
dolhocl  with  Hiipremc  authority,  calling  his  aentence  *  the  Bt^u- 
tence  passed  by  Christ  our  God,'  and  it  cats  Nestorius  off  ftum 
*  the  roll  of  bishops '  ('  episcoporum  ctttu  *). 
'      St.  Celestine   thus  comes   before  us  at  the  Council  of 
Epheaus  as  the  foundation  of  the  CHmrch  in  a  crisis  of  her  life 

■  •  itevollnuichliKer,'  L^hrbuch  (1643).  p.  131. 

*  Th«  Mme  mitlMuUnn  eipmnlon  (Rome  mai  Alexftmlml  oocon  in  iKls 
mtiUa't  latc*t  work.  W,iymark»,  «fc.  p.  SSI. 
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vhea  tbe  reality  of  our  Lord's  redemption  was  at  stake,  for 
this  was  the  real  point  at  issue,  as  he  hiniat'lf  and  St.  Cyril 
distinctly  stated.  He  ia  tlie  '  confirmer '  of  tbe  brethren.  He 
feeds,  or  governs,  the  sbtep  of  Clirist,  supplying  them  with  tha 
rCirot,  or  authoritative  judicial  seiiteace,  tbe  form  which  was 

fto  govern  their  action.  He  resumes  in  himself  the  apostolic 
government  of  the  Christian  Church,  and  uses  the  Archbishop 
of  Alexandria,  occupant  of  the  second  throne  in  Christendomf 
to  execute  liis  Heiiteiice. 

^^II.  The  execntion,  then,  of  the  Pope's  sentence  having 
been  entrusted  to  Cyril,  the  latter  at  once  ^vrote  to  John, 
Bishop  of  iVntioch,  on  the  state  of  things.  He  entreats  him  to 
«onm4er  what  he  will  do.  St.  Cyril  must  have  been  well  aware 
that  he  was  treading  on  dehcate  ground,  for  Nestorius  had 
been  recommended  for  the  See  of  Constantinople  by  tbe 
Patriarch  of  AiiUoch,  and  the  event  proved  how  httle  John 
WAS  to  be  dependeil  upon.     Cyril  says  (M.  iv.  1051} : 

'We  shall  follow  the  decisions  given,  by  him  [Cekstine], 
fearing  to  lose  the  communion  of  such  [i.e.  the  whole  West], 
who  have  not  been  and  are  not  angry  with  us  on  any  other 

(Account;  considering,  too,  that  the  judgment  and  movement 
not  about  matters  of  little  moment,  but  on  behalf  of  the 

"Tery  faith,  and  of  tbe  ChurcheB  which  are  everywhere  dis- 
turbed, and  of  the  edification  of  tbe  people.'  In  other  worda, 
it  was  an  ex  cathtdrii  judgment;  it  was  on  a  matter  of 
faith. 

John  of  Antioch  began  well,  and  wrote  to  Nestorius.on  re- 
ceiving tbe  Papal  decision,  urging  him  to  submit,  on  the 
ground  that,  although  the  time  given  by  the  Pope,  viz.  ten 
days,  was  indeed  short,  still  it  was  a  matter  in  which  obedience 
need  not  be  a  matter  of  days  even,  but  of  a  single  hour ;  and 
that  the  term  '  Mother  of  God,'  although  capable  of  aljuse,  wan 
one  which  tbe  Fathers  bad  ased,  and  which,  therefore, 
Nestorius  could  consent  to  use,  attaching  to  it  bis  own  doubt- 
less  orlliodox  meaning.  The  letter,  although  urging  obedience, 
differs  in  its  tone  from  Cyril's,  and  gives  us  already  a  glimpse 
of  a  spirit  that  suhseqaently  led  John  of  Antioch  into  schismatic 
action  at  Epbcsus. 

St.  Cyril  wrote  also  to  Juvenal  of  Jerusalem  exhorting 
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bini  to  assist  in  writing  )x)th  to  Nestorius  and  to  the  people  in 
accordance  with  tho  proscribed  deeroe  {aptaOivra  tvttov),  i.e. 
the  Papal  decision,  and  suggested  that  pressure  should  be 
brought  to  bear  upon  the  emperors. 

Meanwhile  Cyril  had  summoned  a  synod  at  Alexandria, 
and  in  conjunction  with  the  bishops,  he  drew  up  twelve 
auathcmatisms,  which  be  forwarded  to  Neetorios  with  the 
Papal  sentence. 

IX.  Nestorius  tried  to  turn  the  subject.  He  artfully 
appealed  to  the  Pope  to  know  what  ought  to  he  done  about 
certain  supposed  diBsominators  of  Apollinarion  errors,  with 
which  he  ceaseteesly  charged  St.  Cyril,  and  drew  up  tn  reply 
twelve  counter-anathematisms,  full  of  erroneous  doctrine. 
But  he  had  devised  yet  another  plan  for  staging  the  execution 
of  the  sentence — like  all  heretics,  he  appealed  to  the  oiTfl 
power.  In  this  he  was  probably  prompted  and  joined  by 
otherts,  for  there  were  at  that  time  in  Constantinople  some 
disaffected  spirite  connected  with  Antiocb. 

This  city— that  first  heard  the  name  of  Christian  applied 
to  the  followers  of  Jesus  Christ — honoured  by  the  Chnrob  as 
one  of  the  three  Sees  of  Peter — the  third  '  throne '  in 
Christendom— had  long  proved  a  nursery  of  heretical  teach- 
ing and  religious  dissension.  Nestorius  himself  came  from 
Antioch.  Wliilst  there  he  had  come  across  Theodore  of 
Mupsucstia,  the  pupil  of  Diodorus,  Bishop  of  Tarsus,  who  was 
the  fountain,  so  far  as  we  can  traee  thingu  upwards,  of  all  the 
mischief  which  occasioned  the  Council  of  Ephesns.  In 
opposing  Apoltinarianism  Diodorus  had  lost  the  balance  of 
faith,  and  taught  that  the  union  of  Godhead  and  Manhood  in 
the  Redeemer  waa  not  of  substance  with  Bubstance,  but 
of  two  porsoiiulities ;  a  uuiou  of  name,  authority,  and 
honour.  Theodore  imbibed  hie  error,  and  bo  great  and 
lasting  was  the  magic  of  Theodore's  name  that  his  memory 
had  to  be  condemned  in  the  Sixth  Conncil.  Xestorios  had 
come  undor  Theodore's  influence.  John  of  Antiocb,  in 
urging  Nestorius  to  obey  the  Papal  decision,  alluded  to 
Theodore's  withdrawal  of  certain  erroneous  expressioDS  aa 
an  encouragement ;  being  both  of  Antioch,  they  andentood 
the  value  of  such  an  appc^. 
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Bat  there  was  another  of  Theodore's  pupils,  the  Bishop 
Julian,  a  fellow -couutrjman  of  NcatoriuH,  who  eutered  into 
the  lists  with  St.  Augustine  in  favour  of  Pelagianisui,  and, 
with  the  nsual  modesty  of  heretics,  compared  himaeif  to 
David,  and  Augustine  to  Goliath.  This  Julian  had  been 
deposed  by  the  Holy  See  for  his  Pelagian  teaching,  and 
prt^\non8  to  tho  oraergance  of  Neatorianisni  had  found  his  way 
to  Constantinople  with  some  others  in  the  hope  of  moving  the 
emperor  to  call  a  council  to  reverse  the  sentence  of  the  Pope. 
Two  soccessive  Bishops  of  Constantinople  hod  refused  to 
present  him  at  Court.  But  it  seems,  from  Celpstino's  letter 
to  NeetoriuH,  tliat  the  hitter  was  on  too  friendly  terms  with 
Julian  to  please  the  Pope,  and  that  but  for  his  fear  of 
Celestine  he  would  have  presented  Julian  to  tho  emperor. 
When  the  See  of  Constantinople  was  vacant,  Celestine  had 
been  anxious  about  its  future  occupant  for  this  very  reason, 
lest  he  should  he  one  that  would  use  his  privilege  of  introduc- 
tion in  favour  of  such  ecclesiastical  '  lepers'  as  Julian,  and 
lead  his  Imperial  Majesty  to  call  a  council  for  no  adequate 
reason,  and  so  simply  disturb  the  peace  of  the  Church.  St. 
Augustine  and  the  Afi-ioan  Church  had  expressed  themselves 

tsatiafifld  with   the  ruling    of   the    Holy  See  in   regard  to 

^elagiani^nn.     The  expression  '  ^'>ma  hcufa  est;  cau»a  Jinita 

ft,'  though  not  the  actual  words  of  St.  Augustine,  are  the 

[jBxact  equivalent  of  what  he  did  say.     '  The  rescripts  have 

)me,*  i.*.  from  Rome  (which  are  St.  Augustine's  words)  is 

aameas  '  Borne  has  spoken,*  and  the  *  case  is  finished  '  arc 

'^liia  actual  words.  Capreolus,  Bishop  of  Carthage,  writing  in 
the  name  of  the  African  Cliurch  to  the  synod,  goes  out  of  his 

[Way  to  press  this  point,  that  the  bishops  of  Africa  had 
accepted  the  decision  of  the  Holy  See,  and  that  the  Synod  of 
Ephesus  had  no  right  to  re^opcn  matters  already  settled  by 
Buch  authority.  He  speaks  of  novel  doctrines  which  'the 
authority  of  the  Apostolic  See  and  the  judgment  of  the 
bishops  agreeing  together  has  defeated.'  and  submits  that  to 
treat  these  as  open  qucsttous  would  he  to  discover  a  lack  of 
faith.  Aa  a  matter  of  fact,  Uie  Synod  of  Kphesus  did  allude 
to  their  case,  not  to  re-open  it,  but  to  signify  in  express  terms 
their  adhesion  I'n  bloc  to  the  decisions  of  the  Holy  See. 
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Julian,  however,  hoped  much  from  a  council,  and  seeing 
hia  opportunity  in  the  ajtpointment  of  Nestoriua  to  the  See  of 
ConBtantinople,  appears  to  have  drawn  him  into  a  favourable 
inclination  towards  himself,  which  led  him  to  sound  Celestine 
as  to  what  could  be  done  in  regard  to  Ruoh  as  Julian.'  There 
was,  indeed,  a  natural  aifinity  between  their  heresies.  *  Wtiere 
PelagiuB  ends,  Nestorius  begins,*  said  St.  Prosper  ;  and  '  Nes- 
toriuB  erred  concerning  the  head.  Pelagius  concerning  the 
body,'  said  a  council  of  Western  bishops.' 

Nestoriua  then,  probably  assisted  by  Julian,  tnmed  to  the 
emperor,  and  made  for  a  general  council.  St.  Cyril  had 
»ent  four  Egj'ptian  bisliops  to  Constauitinople  to  deliver  the 
above-mentioned  letters  of  Celestine  and  himself  to  Nestorioa-j 
with  all  due  circumstance,  and  Nestorius  seems  to  have 
aware  of  their  contents.  But  1>efore  they  could  reach  Constanti- 
nople he  hod  represented  to  the  emperor  that  theCboroh  vos] 
in  a  state  of  disturbance,  and  needed  the  remedy  of  a  gonerd 
council.  Dr.  Littledale  says  that  '  the  Pope  joined  in  a 
petition  to  the  emperor  to  convoke  a  general  council  as  the 
only  means  of  settling  the  dispute  '  *— a  flight  of  absurdity 
which  we  may  leave  to  Canon  Bright  to  correct,  who  says 
that  *  Celestine  and  Cyril  were  obhged  to  acquiesce  in  the 
dcK'ision  of  the  emperor  to  convoke  an  <ecumenical  synod  to 
mcrt  at  Ephesus  on  the  following  Whilstinday  (Jane  4th, 
431)  at  the  n^iueflt  of  Nestorius.'  It  is  going  a  little  beyond 
the  facts  to  say  that  the  Pojie  and  St.  Cyril  were  '  obliged  *  to 
aequieece.  The  state  of  things  in  Constantinople,  owing  tai 
the  presence  of  JuHan  and  other  deposed  bishops,  may  bava 
made  Celestine  reluctant ;  but  the  letter  to  the  synod  b  full 
of  rejoicing  at  its  gathering.  However  that  may  be,  St. 
Culestine  gave  his  consent,  and  St.  Leo's  summary  of  the 
Council  is  that  it  was  '  convoked  by  the  preeept  of  Christian 
princes  and  the  consent  of  the  ApoetoUcal  See' — a  more 
adequate  summary  than  Canon  Bright's,*  who  does  not 
mention  '  the  consent  of  the  Apostolical  See.' '' 

■  Ep.  CtlttU  ad  Ne»i. 

*  Ct.  Clir.  Lupus.  Append,  to  Seitoliei  on  Ou  Cmnont  of  Bpk*»t»t. 

•  Petriiu  Ctaimt,  p.  OS. 

*  Urlobt'ft  .Vola  <m  tht  Camcm  of  t^u  Fini  Four  Ccaneiis,  p.  110. 

•  Pr«laM  lo  So(n.  ifc.  p.  6. 
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Nestorius  appenrs  to  have  worked  his  plan  well.  He 
accDsed  St.  Cjril  of  Apolliiiariatiittm,  and  of  generally  digturb- 
ing  the  peace  of  the  Chtirch.  And  it  is  important  to  remember 
that  it  was  to  settle  the  question  between  Cyril  and  Nestorius 
that  the  emperor,  Thftodosiua  II.,  SHmmonod  the  nietropoUtans 
of  the  East  and  a  certain  number  of  attendant  bishops  to 
Ephesua.  It  was  with  no  idea  of  settling  matters  between 
Rome  and  Nf^storins.  for  the  nmpcror  had  rccoived  no  in- 
timation of  the  sentence  passed  hy  Celestine.  The  idea  in 
the  ramd  of  the  emperor  was  tliat  Cyril  should  be  on  his  trial 
as  a  disturber  of  tho  peace  and  a  reutorer  of  Apohinariaoiiim, 
and  he  probably  expected  Nestorius  to  take  the  prominent 
position.  He  dishked  Cyril,  and  specially  resented  his  attempt 
to  secure  the  sympathy  of  the  Empresses  ou  the  side  of 
orthodoxy.    lie  was  just  then  growing  jealous  of  Fulchcria'a 

icreasing  influence,  and  Cyril  had  WTitt^n  her  a  long  and 
lificent  letter  on  the  doctrine  of  the  Incarnation.     \S'e 
know  also  from  a  letter  of  Cyril's  that  Nestorius  hoped  to  he 

president.     The  Council  was  thus,  as  Dr.    Pusey  has  well 

^remarked,  a    *  device  of  Xestorius,'  '  although   it  had  been 

seconded  by  tlie  monks  who  had  been  ill  treated  by  him,  and 

urged  the  emperor  in  thoir  despair  to  conToke  a  general 

Bynod.     They  did  not  know  what  had  been  done  at  Ryme. 

X.  But  on  arriving  at  Kphesus  some  time  before  Pento- 
[eost,  in  the  hope,  doubtless,  of  influencing  the  inauguration  of 
P'the  couneil,  Nestorius  was  rudi-ly  undci^eived  by  the  attitude 
which  MeniDon.  tho  bishop  of  the  diocese,  assumed  at  once 
'towards  himself  and  his  episcopal  Kympathistirs.  The  doors 
[of  St.  Mary's  Church  were  clofed  agaiust  them.     They  com- 

ilained  to  the  emperor  that  th*-y  could   not  celebrate  the 


'  I>r.Piuiey'«ac«oantof  the  counoil.  n-rttlen  quite  at  the  end  of  his  life  as  a 

p,  or  a  contiuuKtion  ot  his  buii'o  iimfnot.-,  lo  mino  work^  of  HL  C^tiI,  i», 

olablf,  the  twit  account  of  the  oouneiL  clin.t  any  Anglican  lias  written.     Ue 

roecwifqlly  «'•*«  St.  Crril  frnm  th«  aap^ririoiu  on  fcU  eliaracKr  wbieh  Pr. 

rapeata.    Li  Oiiit  particulai'  point  Dr.  Wordsworth  aud  l>r.  Urijfht  aie 

li'jnoarablo  oicppttonn  to  the  U!>iia1  AnKlican  ricwot  tfaa  gnataaint.    Bven  Dr. 

Nfiwman.  in  his  Aoi^Hcan  dayB.  falls  far  Iwlow  these  three  vriten  in  the  matter 

iHi»lor.  SktUht*),  and  Dr.  Salmon  nnght  not  u>  i^note  bia  Mtiniat*  of  Cyril  as 

.'Sliat  of '  Cardiaal '  Newman  vithout  noticing  the  pretae«  which  he  prefixed  ai 

^aidinal  (8«linoo*«  InJaUibihty  of  the  ChareJt.  p.  807,  Snd  uditiou). 
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litnrgy  of  Pentecost  in  the  churches  of  Ephesns.  Bishop 
after  bishop,  on  arrivinR,  must  have  Htrentfthened  N'estohns* 
conviction  that  the  Papal  Rontence  was  accepted,  and  that  the 
bishops  hud  come,  ua  Count  Candidian,  the  imperial  comima- 
sioner.  afterwards  complained,'  not  so  much  to  iuvestijiate,  as 
to  execute  a  sentence  already  passed.  Accordingly,  as  we  ttball 
presently  see,  NeatohuH  ahuented  biniHelf  from  the  synod. 

The  day  of  Pentecost  liad  come,  and  John,  Patriarch  of 
Antioch,  had  not  arrived.  Day  after  day  passed,  and  no 
Bishop  of  Antioch.  At  length  bishops  came  with  a  measa^ 
from  him  that  they  were  not  to  wait.*  Some  l)ishops  had 
ah'eady  fallen  ill.  many  felt  the  fearful  pressure  of  the  vant 
of  aocommodation,  and  at  last  some  of  them  died.  As  they 
said  the  Requiem  Mass  of  one  bialiop  after  auuthcr,  the 
survivors  must  have  felt  keenly  the  cruelty  of  the  Patriarch 
of  Atttioch's  procrastination.  They  knew  it  to  be  of  set  pur* 
pose.  The  synod,  in  its  report  to  the  emperor,  assured  Hj« 
Majesty  of  their  conviction  that  John  had  delayed  fFom  & 
desire  not  to  be  present  at  Xeatorins'  condemnation.  He 
allowed  friendship  to  gain  the  day  over  zual  for  the  truth. 
Accordingly,  the  bishops  began  to  *  cr\'  out ' '  against  Cjrfl 
for  not  beginniuK  ;  and  Cyril  yielded  to  their  wisht's,  bimaetf 
convinced  that  John  of  Ajitioch  did  not  wish  to  be  present. 

On  the  sixtoenth  day  after  Pentecost  the  synod  b^;an  its 
sessions.    Dr.  Salmon's  caustic  remarks  on  the  dieorderlii 
of  the  councils  of  the  Church  certainly*  do  not  applv  to  th«*1 
sessions  of  this  council.    He  ignores  the  judicial,  orderly,  and 
even  majestic  tone  of  the  synod  itself,  and  takes  his  dc8crij>- 
tion  from  circumstances  that  took  place  outside  the  waJU  of 
the  church,  and  he  relies  too  unreservedly  on  tho  accounts  of 
the  schismatics,  and  further  includes  in  the  '  c-ouncils  of  the 
Church '  the  Robber  Council  of  Ephesus  which  Bncceedod  the 
(Kcumenical  Council.'    No  wonder  he  can  speak  so  slightingly 
of  councils,  when  he  confuses  '  concilia '  and  '  conciliabula,', 
and  prefers  the  accounts  of  heretics  to  the  narratives  of  th»1 
synod  itself.    The  letter  of  the  synod  to  the  Pope  noald  have 


'  C(.  Acia  ConeHiahuti  adv-  Cj/riUum. 
•  Ct.  Bp.  Cyr.  ad  Cler.  Const. 


•  ■  U  I  Mmy.'     a.  p.  Ml. 
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quite  spoUi  his  thesis,  if  he  had  taken  that  for  his  authority 
instead  of  the  lettor  of  the  schismatics  to  tho  etii]>eror. 

XJ.  Who,  then,  presided  over  the  council  that  now  met  in 
the  Church  of  St.  Mary  ?  According  to  Dr.  Salmon,  *  the 
theory  had  not  yet  been  heard  of  in  the  East  which  would 
ascrihe  the  headship  of  all  conncils  to  the  Biahop  of  Rome, 
present  or  absc-nt/  '  and,  accordingly,  he  denies  that  Celestine 
was  in  any  sense  president  at  Kphesus.  The  Bishops  of 
Gialcedon,  who  asked  for  delay  that  they  might  understand, 
and  thus  give  an  intelligent  adhesion  to  the  Tome  of  St.  Leo, 
tboaght  otherwise,  for  they  Bpcak  of  the  Cooiicil  of  Ephesiis 
as  that  *  of  which  the  most  blessed  Celcstinc,  the  president 
of  the  Apostolic  chair,  and  the  most  blessed  Cyril  of  great 
Alexandria,  were  the  governors  or  presidents,'"  whilst  the 
Cooneil  of  Chalcedon,  in  its  definition  of  faith,  expressly  says 
that  the  Cooneil  of  Ephesua  was  presided  over  by  '  Colestine 
and  Cyril.'  And  the  emperors,  in  their  letter  after  the  Council 
of  Chalcedon.  confirming  the  sentence  against  Eutychcs  and 
the  monks  who  sympatliised  with  him,  speak  of  tlie  Ephesine 
Bynod  as  the  occasion  *  when  the  error  of  Neutorins  was  ex- 
cluded, under  the  presidency  of  Celeatine,  of  the  city  of  Borne, 
and  CjTil,  of  the  city  of  Alexandria.'  The  Empress  Pulcheria 
OSes  the  same  expression.  We  have,  too,  a  large  number  of 
letters  from  various  bishops  to  the  Emperor  Leo,  written  after 
the  Council  of  Chalcedon,  in  reference  to  the  troubles  at  Alex- 
andria under  Bishop  Timothy,  most  of  which  allude  to  the 
Cooneil  of  Ephesus,  and  attribute  the  presidency  to  Celestine 
as  well  aa  to  Cyril.'  For  instance,  certain  European  binhopB 
(and  we  presume  that  Dr.  Salmon  will  not  rule  their  witness 
out  of  coort,  coinciding  as  it  does  with  the  600  bishops  of 
Chalcedon,  almost  all  of  them  Eastern)  depose  that  the  Council 
of  Ephesus  was  gathered  together  '  under  Celestine,  of  Ijlessed 
memory,  the  snccessor  of  the  holy  and  venerable  Peter,  the 
guardian  of  (he  keys  of  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven,  and  under 
Cyril,  Pontiff  of  Alexandria,  of  holy  memory."  And  the 
bifibops  of  the  province  of  Isanria  speak  of  Cyril,  'who  for- 
merly governed  the  Church  of  Alexandria,  and  openly  fought 
Against  the  foUy  of  Nestoriua,  and  was  partaker  with  blessed 

■  hoc.  etc  '  Kv^^iHirak  ■  Muisi,  t.  vii.  £89-033. 
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Gelestiue,  the  Shepherd  of  the  Safe  Church  of  the  Itomans.' 
This  luttor,  however,  does  not  necesBarily  involve  prosidency. 
But  Julian,  Bishop  of  Cos,  in  hie  letter  to  the  emperor,  calls 
the  Council  of  Epheaus  that  over  which  presided  the  tlirice 
blessed  'and  most  holy  Fathers,  Celestino,  Pontiff  of  the 
Roman  city,  and  Cyril,  Bishop  of  Alexandria.'  And  again, 
the  bishops  of  Upper  Armenia  call  the  coancil  that '  of  which 
the  presidents  were  Celestine  and  Cyril .  . .  who  chiefly  shone 
for  them  against  the  wicked  blasphemy  of  Ncstorias.*  Tbeee 
are  but  specimens  of  the  letters  of  the  bishops  to  the  same  effect. 

St.  Celestiue.  then,  was  the  real  president  of  the  council, 
but  he  presided  throngh  St.  Cyril,  who  sat  in  his  name. 
Canon  Bright  says  that  Cyril  presided  *  not  in  virtue  of  the 
commission  from  CcleBtine  to  act  in  his  stead,  which  bad 
already  been  acted  upon  in  the  Alexandrian  Council  of  Novem- 
ber— but  as  the  prelate  of  highest  dignity  then  present,  and 
as  holding  the  proxy  and  representing  the  mind  of  the  Roman 
bishop,  until  the  Roman  legntcs  should  arrive.*  *  But  the 
Acts  expressly  state,  again  and  again,  that  Cyril  held,  not 
'  the  proxy,"  bnt  '  the  place  *  of  Celestine.'  And  it  does  not 
follow,  because  the  original  commission  had  been  '  acted  upon ' 
in  Novembor,  that  it  had  been  exhausted  in  June.  Its  very 
terms  imply  its  continuance  until  the  sentence  was  executed 
or  remitted.' 

St.  Cyril's  position  was  probably  due  to  two  causes  :  first, 
as  the  Bishop  of  Alexandria,  the  second  '  See  of  Peter,'  he 
was  the  natural  representative  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome ;  and. 
secondly,  he  had  been  originally  commissioned  by  Celestiue 
to  act  *  in  our  stead  and  place,'  in  *  the  affairs '  of  NestoriuK. 
Those  *  affairs  '  were  not  yet  finished,  and  there  had  been  no 
limitation  in  point  of  time,  nor  subseijuent  withdrawal,  in 
respect  of  his  commission.  That  Cyril  considered  himself  to 
be  acting  as  the  representative  of  Celcstine,  by  bis  comi 
appears  from  his  question  to  Cclestine,  asking  him  wbftt 
should  do  in  case  of  Nestorius*  retractation.  The  oommieaion 
did  not  express  his  duty  in  that  event ;  and  Cyril  accordingly 
wrote,  as  we  know  from  Celestine's  letter,*  to  know  what  his 

>  Diet,  fif  Chr.  lUogr.  p.  T06.  •  B.9.  H«a»],  L  !r.  p.  lifts. 
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duty  would  be  under  such  n  happy  circumstance.  He  wanted 
to  kuow  whether  he  should  truat  Nestorius  as  no  longer  a. 
bishop,  now  that  the  ten  days*  grace  had  elapned.  It  is  cer< 
tain  from  this  that  St.  Cyril  considered  Celcstine's  Bentenco  as 
I'mal,  and  that  he  only  consented  to  deal  with  Nestorinn  ae  a 
^bishop  by  reason  of  Cclestine's  permission,  which  accortled  to 
the  heretic  a  fresh  opportunity  of  retractation.  St.  Celestine 
nys  that  he  leaves  that  matter  to  Cyril,  in  conjunction  with 
the  synod.  'It  belongs  to  your  Holiness,'  are  the  Pope's  wordB, 
'  with  the  venerable  counBol  of  the  brethren,  to  put  down  the 
disturbances  that  have  arisen  in  the  Chnrch,  and  that  we 
gbonld  learn  that  the  matter  has  been  completed  (God  helping) 
by  the  desired  correction.'  St,  Celestine  alao  ways  that  if 
featoriuB  continues  in  his  sin,  he  will  reap  the  fruit  of  wliat 
will  be  bis  own  act,  manentibiun  statiUia  prioribus,  the  previous 
decisions  remaining  in  force. 

It  id  therefore  clear  that  the  Pope's  sentence  was  not  so 
much  suspended  as  devolved  upon  the  council.  Had  the 
emperor  been  orthodox,  and  not  caught  by  tht;  wiles  of 
Nestorius,  he  would  not  have  been  as  keen  about  the  council 
as  he  was.  The  Pope,  however,  acted  in  accordance  with  the 
j^rule  which  St.  Gregory  the  Great  also  afterwards  laid  down 
such  matters,  viz.  that  of  submittuig  to  the  imjierial  wislies 
when  they  did  not  run  counter  to  the  canons.  He  expresses 
.tiie  fullest  confidence  in  Cyril  and  the  council,  that  they  will 
fexecnte  the  sentence  he  had  passed,  with  the  more  solemn 
ai»pftratu8  of  a  concillar  adhesion  to  the  tuwov  whieh  ho  had 
sent  to  Cyril,  Nestorius,  and  John  of  Antioch.'  He  looked 
upon  Cyril  as  the  teacher  of  tho  council,  and  virtually  owns 
the  commission  originally  given  as  atill  running.  The  council, 
therefore,  aetftd  with  the  full  permission  of  the  Pope  in  utilis- 
mg  the  imperial  convention  for  giving  Nestorius  every  chance 
of  repentance  before  executing  the  original  senleuce ;  and 
St.  Cyril  acted  under  commission  from  the  Pope. 

There  is  a  letter  extant,  written  by  two  Alexandrian  clerics 
towards  the  end  of  ibis  century,  and  used  by  the  episcopal 
Ic^tee  from  Pope  jVnaBtasiuB  to  the  emjieror  of  the  same 
name,  which  confirms  the  account  here  given  of  St.  Cyril's 

•  Ti  wofi'  ^MT  wdXai  Spiffeirra.     Ep.  a4  Syn.     M.  iv.  1287. 
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])06ition.  In  this  letter  they  say  that,  '  whenever  in  douhtfal 
matters  any  councils  of  biehops  are  held,  His  Holiness,  who 
presides  over  the  Church  of  Rome,  used  to  select  the  Most 
Reverend  Archbishop  of  Alexandria  to  undertake  the  charge 
of  his  own  place.'  In  the  case  of  the  Ephesine  Council,  it 
was  doubly  natural  that  the  Patriarch  of  Alexandria  should  be 
*  solected  '  by  Celestine  as  luing  the  foremost  champion  of  the 
truth  assailed,  and  as  having  already  had  to  deal  with  it  in 
Celestintj's  name. 

There  were  also  pecoliar  circumstances  in  this  case  which 
would  have  rendered  it  difficult  for  St.  Cyril  to  have  assumed 
that  presidency  with  any  chance  of  success,  unless  he  had  hatl 
such  a  special  intimation  of  the  Pope's  wish  in  the  matter,  or 
felt  that  he  was  but  contiiming  on  the  grotmd  of  the  original 
commiasiou  from  Celestine  to  execute  hia  sentence.  For  that 
it  was  for  this  purpose  that  the  council,  despite  the  ideas  of 
the  emperor,  considered  itself  convoked,  will  presently  appear. 

Tbo  circumstances  that  rendered  the  position  iK-cuharly 
difficult  For  Bt.  Cyril  were  these.  At  the  ^t  session,  the 
imperial  letter,  which  called  the  bishops  together,  appears  to 
have  lieen  read,  at  the  suggestion  of  Juvenal,  Bishop  of  Jeru- 
salem, by  Peter,  the  .\lexandrian  notary,  and  the  qnestioo 
was  ilieu  asked  how  long  an  interval  had  elapsed  since  the 
day  iixed  by  the  emperor  for  the  meeting  of  the  synod. 
Memnon,  Bishop  of  Kphesus,  gave  the  number  of  days,  and 
immediately  upon  this  St.  C3Til  proposed  that  without  further 
delay  they  should  proceed  to  business,  speaking  of  a  '  second 
decree '  which,  he  says,  had  been  read  to  them  by  Count 
Candidian,  the  imperial  representative.  But  there  is  no 
account  (cf.  Act  I.)  of  Uiis  decree  baWng  been  read.  There 
is,  therefore,  a  hiatus  in  the  record,  which  has  been  either 
mutilated  or  abbreviated.  But  the  account  of  the  schismatic 
synod  held  by  John  of  Antioch  on  his  arrival,  supplies  a  key 
to  the  missing  portion  of  the  record.  Tlmt  synod  laid  the 
greatest  stress  ou  the  infringement,  by  CjTil  and  Ikfenmon,  of 
the  imperial  decree.  Count  Candidian  told  them  he  had  been 
induced  to  read  that  decree  under  great  pressure.  He  wished 
to  wait  for  John  before  reading  it,  probably  a  device  for 
patting  off  the  synod;  but  Cyril  compelled  him  to  read  it. 
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on  the  ground  that  othf-rwifte  they  could  ne^t  know  the 
emperor's  dtsirea.  Now  they  knew,  apart  from  this,  that  the 
emperor  deeircd  them  to  meet  at  PeutecoBt.  and  that  all  the 
metropolitans  availaMo  were  to  attend.  Th^  lU-crec,  thcreforr, 
cohH  not  liavc  related  solely  or  prtncipallif  to  that  point.  The 
«opy,  as  we  have  it,  is  without  the  game  formal  ending  as 
that  which  was  read  by  Peter,  and  so  wu  cannot  be  Bure  that 
we  have  the  whole  of  it.  Indeed,  its  recovery  at  all  is  of  lat*r 
date,  and  the  two  copies  are  not  in  perfect  agreement.  And 
Kestorina'  letter  to  the  emperor  adds  one  point  which  is  not 
in  the  decree  as  we  have  it. 

It  would  seem,  then,  as  if  this  decree  (6dfi.i<rfia)  were  some- 
tliin^  to  Ik*  distinguished  from  tiio  letter  iypafifta)  read  by 
Pfter,  and  contained  Hoioe  fuller  provision  for  the  ordering  of 
the  council,  which  was  «et  aside  by  the  council  itself.  The 
letters  of  the  achisraaticB  to  the  synod,  to  the  emperors,  to 
the  cmpregs,  to  the  clergy  of  Constantinople,  and  to  its  senate, 
all  speak  of  the  violation  of  this  imperial  decree.  In  the 
letteir  of  the  schismatics  to  the  emperor  they  speak  of  John's 
ftbeenee  from  the  synod  under  Cyril  as  contrary  to  his  order, 
and  add  that  the  council  had  also  infringed  the  imperial 
decree,  as  though  in  some  further  way. 

In  point  of  fact,  we  learn  from  St.  Cyril  that  Nestoriua 
had  hoped  to  preside  at  the  council.  The  emperor,  we  know, 
considered  Cyril  the  guilty  party.  And  it  Heems  probable 
that  Nestorius,  by  accusing  Cyril  of  ApolUnarianiam,  and  by 
his  dexterous  management  of  the  emperor,  hoped  to  turn  the 
council  into  an  ocf^iisinn  of  examining  Cyril.  Count  Irenerus, 
in  writing  to  tho  Orientals,  says  that  if  the  right  order,  i.e. 
that  which  the  emperor  prescribed,  had  been  observed,  tho 
constitution  of  tho  council  would  have  been  different,  and  the 
'  Egyptian  '  (as  he  called  Rt.  Cyril)  *  would  not  have  had  it 
in  his  power'  to  condemn  NesLorius.  We  may  presume  that 
<nily  two  bJHliops  would  have  attended  each  metropolitan,'  and 
tiioee  onlyfiuch  as,  according  to  Nestorius*  conceit,  understood 
each  matters,'  and  we  know  that  Count  Iremeus  also  meant 
that  Cyril  tcouUt  not  have  mt  aajud^e,  beiug  himself  one  of  those 
under  tritU  (pvBi  Kplvetv  tos  eiv  Siv  Ttav  Kpwo^ivoiv  i^uvaTo), 
•  Ct  the  imperial  letter  i«ad  ty  Peter.  ■  C(.  Sp.  Nett.  ad  TtHptr. 
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uor,  coutinues  the  count,  '  would  he  have  been  able  to  tonch 
the  matter  at  all,  actuig  as  he  did  contrary  to  the  Judgment 
of  the  mast  noblt-  Count  Caiididian  '—from  which  it  is  evi- 
dent that  Candidian'e  contention  was  that  Cyril  could  not  Hit 
as  judfie  of  NoatoriuB.  In  fact,  Ihu  imperial  decree  must  have 
resembled  that  of  Constuntine  in  regard  to  the  Council  of 
Tyre,  and  the  order  of  Theodosins  later  on,  by  which  he 
assigned  the  presidency  of  the  Eobber  Council  to  Dioscorus. 

All  thiB  was  contrary  to  the  canons.  And  accordingly,  at 
the  Council  of  Ephesus,  St.  Cyril,  either  ignoring  that  part 
of  the  decree  which  related  to  the  mode  of  procedure,  and  in 
obedience  only  to  the  rest,  or  by  the  expressed  desire  of  the 
council,  or  producing  the  commission  ho  had  received  from 
Celestine,  continued  to  occupy  the  president's  seat ;  and  the 
council  preferred  the  canons,  and  the  Papal  appointment,  to 
the  imi>erial  decree.  Candidian  left  the  council  on  the  groond, 
as  he  said  afterwards,'  that  he  considered  the  imperial  de«re« 
was  not  going  to  be  obeyed.  He  had  been  compelled  by  Cyril 
to  read  the  decree  against  his  wish.  And  lie  must  have  seen 
v&ry  plainly  that  the  condemnation  of  Nostorius  was  a  fore- 
gone conclusion.  There  is  no  reason,  on  this  interpretation, 
to  suppose  that  Count  Candidian  told  a  barefaced  lie,  ae  Ibe 
Bchuliatit  notes  in  tlie  margin ;  but  merely  that  he  was  ao 
Erastiau,  and  sympathised  with  Nestoriua.  He  would  bav4 
liked  C\Til  to  have  l^een  placed,  as  it  were,  in  the  witneas* 
box ;  ho  would  have  liked  a  discussion  as  io  what  the  Church 
believed  on  the  doctrinal  c{uestion ;  whereas  there  was  to  be 
no  real  discussion,  but  all  would  be  settled  by  acclamatictn, 
and  bishops  would  simply  testify  to  the  faith  in  which  they 
had  been  baptised,  and  for  the  guardianship  of  which  they  had 
been  consecrated  io  their  high  office.  So  he  complained  that 
there  was  no  real  investigation.  In  ^t,  the  s}*nod,  aa  we 
shall  see,  did  not  exhibit  the  features  of  a  debating  club,  nor 
enter  u]>on  Biblical  criticism,  but  tumply  gave  its  judgment, 
bishop  after  bishop,  as  to  the  heterodoxy  of  Xestorios  and  Ibe 
orthodoxy  of  Cyril,  and  (which  was  as  important  a  point  as 
any)  aa  to  whether  Kestorius  had  continued  t«iching  bis 
heresy  since  the*  Papal  judgment,  so  that  its  provisions  re- 
mained in  force. 

■  Acta  CoHcHiab,  adv.  C^rilltan.     Monai,  It.  li$t. 
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In  concluding  this  part  of  the  subject,  I  mast  expreBs  my 
aetonishment  tit  the  utterly  unhistorical  position  which  Dr. 
Salmon  has  taken  up  in  regard  to  another  point ;  and  that 
too,  whilst  he  is  so  ■vigorously  opposing  the  infallibility  of  the 
Holy  See  on  the  groanda  of  history.  He  gives  what  ho 
considers  a  convincing  proof  against  the  eiisteiice  of  any 
belief  in  that  doctrine,  drawn  from  the  history  of  these  early 
cotmcils.    He  saya : 

'  2Vi*r  onlif  tme  of  the  great  controvorsiea  in  which  the  Pope 
really  did  his  part  in  teaching  Chrifitians  what  to  believe,  waa 
\  the  Eutychian  controversy.  Leo  the  Great,  instead  of  waiting, 
'«9  Popes  usually  do,  till  the  questinu  wu*  settled,  published  bis 
sentiments  at  the  beginning,  and  his  letter  to  Flavian  was 
adopted  by  the  Council  of  Chalccdon.  This  is  what  would 
have  always  happened  if  Qod  had  really  made  the  Pope  the 
guide  to  the  Cbureh.  But  this  ease  is  quite  e.xci'ptumal,re&\\\i- 
ing  from  the  accident  that  Leo  was  a  good  theologian,  besides 
being  a  man  of  great  vigour  of  character.  No  fimiUir  injiucnce 
tt'a«  cxcrci»fd  either  by  his  priidecmem's  or  mifcfteaora.' ' 

It  would  be  imiwbsible  to  pen  a  sentence  in  more  flagrant 
contradiction  to  the  evidence  afforded  by  the  history  of  the 
Council  of  Ephesus. 

In  the  letters  of  the  bishopft  from  all  parts  of  Christendom, 
which  Dr.  Salmon  will  find  collected  by  Labbe,  after  the 
Council  of  Chnlcedon,  the  name  of  Celestine  is  of  constant 
occorrence,  and  always  as  havuig  been  the  Kv^tptnJTt}t,  or  pilot, 
in  tlie  matter  of  Nestorius,  whilst  the  bishops  themselves 
speak  of  him  a«  '  the  guardian  of  the  faith  '  (cf.  Act  II.),  and 
the  council,  as  we  shall  see  presently,  relies  on  his  letter  as 
tiie  Ti>n-op  on  which  it  framed  its  judgment. 

Here,  then  wo  leave  the  various  parties  concerned :  Cyril 
in  the  performance  of  his  duty,  presiding  over  the  council  in 
St.  Mary's  Church  at  Ephesus,  with  some  200  bishops  round 
him  ;  NcsturiuH  remaining  in  his  own  house,  prepared  to  ignore 
the  council — he,  as  St.  Cclcstine  said,  who  appealed  to  it,  not 
appearing;  John  of  j^tioch  remaining  at  an  easy  distance 
firam  Epbesus  out  of  friendship  to  Nestorius,  in  whose  con- 


•  Sftlmoa  on  tli*  In/allUnUtj/  of  iht  Church,  p.  426.  tni  edition.    CI.  supra, 
p.  SiH.  '*'  MfttiaJ,  iv.  1237. 
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demnation  be  was  loth  to  join;  Candidian,  the  Imperial 
commiBBioner,  having  left  St.  Mary's  in  disgust  at  the  torn 
that  things  were  taking ;  and  the  people  of  Ephesus,  who  had 
inherited  an  affectionate  devotion  to  the  Mother  of  God  (who 
had  lived  nearly  four  hundred  years  ago  in  their  midst,  and 
under  whose  patronage  their  great  church  was  placed),  in  a 
state  of  the  greatest  excitement,  waiting  for  her  great  foe  to 
be  condemned ;  and  far  away  the  good  Pope  lifting  up  his 
hands  on  the  mountain,  and  preparing  to  send  fresh  legates 
to  assist  the  maligned  bishop,  to  whom  the  Papal  sentence  had 
been  entrusted. 


CHAPTER  XXX. 
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I.  Bo  far,  then,  we  have  Been  that  Pope  St.  Ctileetine  had,  at 
the  request  of  8t.  Cyril,  decreed  the  sentence  of  depositiou 
against  NestoriuH,  and  then  left  itu  c-xccntion  (if  Neetonus 
•bonld  remain  obdurate)  to  St.  Cyril  and  the  council ;  and 
that  the  Council  (which  was,  as  Dr.  Pusey  truly  observes,"  in 
its  origin '  the  device  of  NestoriuB  to  ward  oil  his  condemna- 
tion,' but  waB  agreed  to  by  the  Pope)  at  length  met  at 
Ephesus  in  the  Chnrch  of  '  St.  Mary,  Mother  of  God  ' — *  on 
ill-umened  sceno  '  (remarks  Dean  Milman  ')  '  for  the  cause  of 
Neetorius.' 

It  proceeded  to  summon  Nestoriua  to  answer  to  the  charges 
against  him.  Dr.  Littledalc,  in  tho  first  edition  of  his  '  Plam 
Beasons  against  joining  the  Church  of  Rome,' '  gravely  in- 
formed  his  readers  that '  the  Third  Guneral  Council  of  Ephesus 
disregarded  the  synodical  deposition  of  Ncstorius  by  Pope 
Celestine,  and  allowed  him  to  take  hiH  seat  as  Patriarch  of 
Constantinople.'  We  have  already  seen  that  the  Pope  h  ad 
not  deposetl  XostonuB  at  all,  but  devolvwl  the  execution  of  his 
Bentence  on  the  council.  As  to  the  second  a&sertion,  as  Father 
Ryder  pointed  out,*  it  is  '  quite  curioualy  untrue,  even  for  Or- 
Littlcdale.'  >Je8torinswas8umnioned,  butin  vain.  Three  times 
summoned,  he  refused  to  appear.  He  eventually  grounded  hia 
refusal  on  the  absence  of  John  of  Antiorh.  The  council  con- 
sidered the  question  of  summoning  him  a  fourth  time,*  but  the 

'  8.  Cjr.  Alex.    Tomu  agatnat  yulorius.    Lib.  of  tJu  Fathers,  PrafuM  by 

Dt.PUMJ. 

*  BisL  of  Latin  Chri9tianUy,  vol.  1.  p.  306.  *  P.  1»1. 

*  CatioJie  Omtrovenn.    Bums  A  O&ua.  ISdl.         *  Mfttui,  Civ.  p.  11S8. 
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threefold  aammon»  Batiafied  the  requirements  of  the  canons. 
They  accordingly,  after  reciting  the  Niccnc  Creed,  proceeded,  in 
obc'dioncc  to  canonical  rei|uii'cmcnts,  to  place  his  teaching 
before  them  side  by  side  with  the  teachings  of  St  Cyril. 

11.  The  mere  fact  that  the  bishops  did  so  seems  to  some 
writers  to  indicate  that  they  did  not  regard  the  Holy  See  as 
infallible  in  its  judgments.  But  this  is  to  forget  that  it  was  Bt. 
CeloHtine's  expressed  desire  that  they  shonld  satisfy  themselves 
as  to  the  heterodoxy  of  Ncstorius.  And  his  desire  that  they 
should  thus  give  to  his  judgment  a  rational  adhesion  in  no 
way  uidicates  any  doubt  on  his  i>art  as  to  his  judgment  being, 
as  he  himself  called  it,'  that  of  our  Lord  Himself.  It  ia  in 
strict  accordance  with  Catholic  teaching  that  tho  bishops 
shoold  be  called  upon  to  act  thus.  Those  who  oppose  the 
Catholic  Church  in  these  days  seem  strangely  unwilling  to 
take  her  doctrine  as  to  her  claims  from  her  own  lips.  She 
does  not  claim  for  the  Uoly  See,  as  Dr.  Bright '  seems  to  make 
her  claim,  an  apostohcal  authority  which  concenti-atea,  in  the 
»fti»f  oj  cxchidimj,  all  other  authority  ;  she  does  not  claim  in- 
follibihty  for  the  Vicar  of  Christ  as  isolated  from  the  body. 
bat  as  its  bead,  one  with  the  body.  This  is  so  important 
that  we  will  give  tho  Catholic  doctrine  on  the  subject,  as  it  is 
luminously  expounded  by  one  who,  for  his  writings  on  this 
subject,  received  the  special  blessing  of  Pius  IX.  Father 
13ottaUa  says :  ^ 

'  We  maintain,  with  St.  Cyprian  and  all  the  Fathers,  that 
the  bishops  are  as  the  circumference  of  a  circle,  so  that  in 
order  to  have  pei-fect  imity  in  the  Church  they  must  cleave  to 
each  other  so  far  as  to  keep  the  pale  of  Christ's  Church 
entirely  closed  against  schismatics  and  heretics.  Moreorer* 
we  maintain  that  the  hialutjts  must  vUavr  to  the  centrt  of  the- 
rircif,  so  tfmt  thnf  may  he  gathered  into  a  per/rxt  unitj/ ;  '  and 
finally,  that  the  chair  of  St.  Peter  and  consequently  the  Pope, 
is  the  centre  and  the  source  of  episcopal  unity.  In  this  viow 
it  is  impoasible  to  say  that  the  circle  is  the  centre  alone,  or 
thai  a  centre  of  a  circle  could  exist  without  any  circumferenoe. 
We  cannot  say  that  a  human  body  is  the  head  alone  detached 


■  Muui.  C  iv.  p.  1060. 

•  Jn/aU.a/th»2\)ft,f.Ul. 


'  CIturcft  IJiMtory.  p.  SSt. 

*  liVbifib  imphm  kn  kol  at  jndgiMM. 
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from  the  rest,  or  that  there  could  be  a  bumau  head  Hoparated 
from  n  body  acting  in  its  normal  maniKr.  In  liko  miumer  we 
cannot  Bay  that  the  Church  without  bishops  is  the  whole,  or 
that  the  Pope  might  act  as  Pope  in  a  state  of  isolation  from  the 
episcopiil  body.  ...  If  the  Church  be  indefectible,  it  must  be 
indefectible  in  unity  of  government  as  well  ae  in  unity  of  faith. 
In  no  case,  then,  can  we  conceive  the  Pope  as  in  formal  isolatioa 
from  the  episcopal  body.  .  .  .  "What  ir  the  province  of  the  epi- 
scopal eU-ment  in  the  monarcby  of  the  Church  ?  It  ia  certain, 
not  only  that  the  episcopal  body  can  never  be  auperseded 
in  the  Church  by  the  Pope,  but  also  that  it  can  never  be  de- 
prived of  its  inherent  jurisdiction  in  the  general  government 
of  the  Church,  although  there  is  no  difficulty  ae  to  restrictions 
and  limitations  being  placed  by  the  Pope  upon  the  exercise  of 
their  jurisdiction,  should  necei^sity  require  such  a  course. 
Moreover,  the  bishops,  either  in  Uieir  own  dioceses  or  in  the 
oKumenioil  councils,  are  the  natural  judges  of  (juestionfi  con- 
cerning faith,  altlioufih  under  the  guidance,  and  Hubjeet  to  the 
judgment,  of  the  Boman  Pontiff.  .  .  .  The  power  given  to  the 
aristocratic  episcopal  liody  was  not  mtonded  by  Christ  to 
conii-ol  or  to  reform  the  government  and  the  teaching  of  the 
supreme  ruler  of  the  Church,  but  to  give  efficacy  to  liis  action 
on  iho  whole  body,  to  diffuse  to  every  part  the  streams  of 
divine  life,  and  to  draw  tighter  the  bonds  of  unity  which  link 
together  the  whole  structure.' 

The  bishops,  then,  according  to  what  some  writers  will 
persist  in  catling  the  lUtramontane  theory,  have  &  real  function 
to  perform  in  a  general  cnuncil.  As  Benedict  XiV.  says : ' 
'  Bishops  in  a  general  council  assist  (assident)  the  Supreme 
Pontiff,  not  as  mere  counscUorss,  but  also  as  judges.'  But  as 
Fenelon  eaid  ;  *  *  To  judge  after  the  judgment  of  the  Pontiff  ia 
to  join  one's  own  judgment  with  that  of  the  Pontiff.  On  this 
understanding  the  bishops  in  olden  times  subscribed  the  de- 
crees of  tlie  j-encra!  councils.  Their  submission  was  a  judg- 
ment and  their  judgment  was  submission.' 

The  biwhopB,  then,  at  the  Council  of  Epheaas  were  called 
upon  to  pass  judgment  on  the  teaching  of  Ncstorius,  not  M^ith 

'  Ik  5yi».  WtM.  lib,  tiii.  c.  2.  n.  2,  4fi«,    BonuB.  17fi6. 
'  Inttr.  roMtor.     April  20,  171u. 
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the  idea  that  the  Tv-n-os,  or  judicial  aentcnce  formulated  by 
Bt.  Celestine,  could  be  revised,  but  to  execute  it,  and  to  odd 
the  weight  of  their  collective  judgment  to  that  of  the  Uolj  Bae. 
Thoir  unittxl  judfimcnt  would  Rive  to  the  Bentence  an  extension 
of  weight,  without  adding  to  its  iiitrinHie  authority.' 

Dnan  Milman'a  sarcasm  is  the  simple  truth  :  '  The  Bishop 
of  ConstantinopJe  was  aheady  a  condemned  heretic  ;  tho 
businc'sa  of  the  council  was  only  the  confirmation  of  their 
[CjTil  and  Celestine's]  anathema,'  Ac' 

Or,  as  Dr.  I'usey  correctly  says :  '  The  mind  of  the  Church 
had  been  expressed  in  the  previous  year.' 

And  St.  Celoatine  had  told  St.  Cyril  tliat,  in  spite  of  hie 
having  fixed  so  short  a  time  for  Neatorius  to  consider  the 
question  of  retracting,  he  did  not  regret  a  certain  delay  n  liich 
resulted  from  the  apparatus  of  a  council  being  called  into 
action. 

III.  Accordingly  the  members  of  the  council,  after  reciUzig 
the  Nioene  Creed,  and  lieteuing  to  Cyril's  second  letter  to 
Nestorius,  drawn  up  in  synod  in  obedience  to  the  commiasion 
entrusted  to  him  by  the  Pope,  for  the  most  part  one  by  one, 
stamped  its  contents  with  then:  episcopal  approval.'  Nestorios' 
letter  was  then  read  and  eolcnuily  condemned  as  containing 
heretical  matter,  by  most  bibhops  in  tutu  individnaliy,  and  by 
the  rest  collectively.  Dr.  Bahnon'a  sweeping  accosations 
against  the  councils  of  the  Church  do  not  hold  in  regard  to 
at  least  this  se^^ion  of  the  Council  of  Ephosus.  '  There  was,* 
he  says,  '  no  idea  then  but  that  what  one  council  had  done 
another  council  might  improve  on  ' — an  assertion  which  be 
malces  by  way  of  proving  that  '  there  was  no  suspicion  of  it« 
infallibility/  i.e.  of  that  of  the  Nicene  settlement.*  It  is  diffi- 
cult to  understand  how  anyone  could  make  the  assertion  in 
tho  face  of  all  that  is  said  to  the  contrajy  in  the  Acts  of  the 
CooDcils,  or  aRer  reading  the  answers  of  the  individual  bishops 
in  the  first  session  at  Kpbesus.^ 

It  was  next  proposed  by  the  Bishop  of  Jerusalem  that  the 


' '  Eztonaiv^  iiim  intanftivi  * — BeUonaine. 
■  fiitt.  of  Latin  ChruHamUji.  vol.  i.  p.  900. 

•  MuisI,  1.  iv.  PPL  1188-70.  •  InfaU,  pfth*  Church,  p.  913. 

*  Mftnai.  t.  !r.  pp.  1170-78. 
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letter  of  St.  Cdtatine  elionld  bn  road,  ivliioh  sentenced  Nea- 
torius  to  excommttnication  from  tbo  universal  Church.  It 
•K&R  accordingly  read,  aud  received  without  discuBsion.'  The 
place  which  thin  letter  held  in  their  eutiuiatinn  is  uecn  in  the 
report  which  the  synod  wrote  to  the  emperors,  in  which  they 
epeaU  of  it  as  having  '  preceded  their  own  judgment  in  the 
coadomuation  of  tbo  heretical  dogmiie  of  Ntstorius/  and  aa 
having  hoon  indited  by  way  of '  providing  for  the  safety  of  the 
Churches  and  of  the  holy  aud  life-giving  faith  as  handed  down 
to  us  by  the  holy  Apostles,  Evangelists,  and  lioly  Fathers,' ' 
and  the  supreme  part  which  it  played  in  the  final  condemna- 
tion of  Ncstorius  is  further  stated,  as  we  shall  presently  soo, 
in  the  very  terms  of  thoir  own  sentence.  Further  letters  of 
St.  Cyril's  were  then  read,  which,  according  to  the  declaration 
of  Peter,  the  Aleiandrian  notary,  were  *  in  conformity  with ' 
the  Pope's  letter  just  read. 

The  actual  delivery  of  the  Pope's  letter  and  of  those  of  St. 
Cyril,  which  executed  the  Papal  sentence,  was  then  sworn  to 
by  proi>er  witnesses,  viz.  the  hishopa  who  delivered  them. 

One  important  point  yet  remained  to  be  ostabliahed.  The 
Papal  sentence  w&s  conditional  on  Nestorins'  continued  ob- 
stinacy. If  he  retracted,  the  council  was  authorised  by  the 
Pope '  to  deal  with  the  matter  as  it  might  think  best.  Had 
Nestorius,  then,  continued  to  teach  the  same  heresy  ?  He  had. 
He  had  uttered  hi^  blasphemies  in  Ephesus  itself.  It  was 
enough.  It  only  remained  to  read  some  of  the  writings  of  the 
holy  Fathers,  whose  teachings  the  Pope  had  delivered,'  and, 
further,  the  opiKiHcd  '  blasphemiet^ '  (as  they  called  them)  to 
be  found  in  Xefetorius'  commentaries— together  with  a  letter 
from  Capreolus,  Bishop  of  Cartilage,  in  the  name  of  the 
African  Church,  beggmg  that  '  the  authority  of  the  Apostolic 
See'*  might  be  respected,  and  all  uovelties  repudiated— and 
they  could  now  proceed  to  deliver  the  sentence.  The  terms 
of  the  sentence  are  of  supreme  importance  for  determining 
the  place  ^vhich  the  Holy  See  occupied  in  the  judgment  of  the 


•  Uiuiiri,  t.  iv.  p.  1179.  '  Ibid.  t.  jr.  p.  1230  o. 

•  Ep.  Cti.  ad  Cyr.,  Mnoal,  t.  iv.  p.  1292. 

<  Ct.  Itttatio  Syn.  ad  Imptrat-H  Uardnia.  p.  1099. 
»  Maofii,  I.  iv.  p.  1207. 
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Catholic  bishops  at  Ephesus.  Did  they  or  did  they  not  adj 
ii)  obedience  to  the  Pope  ?  The  terms  of  the  sentence  lea^ 
ua  in  no  doubt  on  this  point.  There  are  vords  in  that 
sentence  which  arc  decisive,  and  which  define  the  Eaatem 
idea  of  Papn!  authority.  The  Fathers  of  the  cuoncil  speak! 
of  themeelvee  as  acting  in  olieclionco  to  the  Holy  Seo.  They 
say  they  acted  under  necessity.  They  speak  of  Nestorins* 
disobedience  to  their  summons  having  compelled  them  to 
enter  on  the  investigation  of  his  impious  teachings  in  his 
absence ;  of  their  having  convicted  him  &om  his  letters  and 
commentaries,  and  lus  utterances  even  in  the  city  of  Ephesas^ 
itself;  and  they  proceeil  to  say  that  '  necessarily  compelled  by 
the  canons  and  by  the  letter  of  onr  most  Holy  Father  and  fellow- 
minister  Celestine,' '  they  had  concurred  after  many  tears  in 
the  sorrowful  sentence  to  the  effect  that  our  Lord  Jeaua  Christ, 
whom  he  ha^  blaftphemed,  pi-onoimces  by  this  holy  synod 
that  he  is  deprived  of  his  episcopal  dignity  and  excluded  from 
the  assemblies  of  the  Church. 

'  Necessarily  compollt'd  by  the  canons  and  by  the  letter  of 
onr  most  Holy  Father  and  fellow-ministor  Cetcstiue ! '  8acb 
was  their  position. 

First,  the  canons.  The  reference  is  to  their  having  acted 
in  the  absence  of  Nestorias.  In  several  places  they  speak  of 
their  having  satisfied  the  reqairements  of  the  canons  through 
their  threefold  summons  of  the  heretic.  They  bad  given  him 
the  opportunity  of  answering  the  charge  brought  against  him, 
fom*  bishops  having  repaired  to  his  house  to  acquaint  him  of 
the  position  of  tilings ;  and  John  of  Antioch  had  expressly 
commissioned  two  bishops  to  toll  the  synod  not  to  wait  for 
him.  'Do  your  work,' were  his  words,  'if  I  delay.'  There 
bad  therefore  been  no  violation  of  canon  law.  By  thf  canons 
they  were  free  to  act.  and  indeed  compelled,  although  the 
guilty  party  was  not  prest^nt. 

Secondly,  the  womb  out  of  which  their  entire  action  and 
their  final  judgment  sprang  was  the  letter  of  the  Vo\h>.^  Tht-y 

■  llAOfli,  t.  ir.  pp.  1311-13. 

■  The  prvpofiition  hj  which  tbej  expfcu  ibair  obedjaoon  ta  the  o*iiutiii  i* 
iwi ;  tliAt  hy  crliich  lh<>jr  tipnu  llwir  ob*dici)««  to  tli«  Mtv  of  Ibe  Hol^  FRiher 
ia  /k.  That  the  vordi '  DOCMMuil;  cotupelled '  tpfftj  lo  tlw  Ittlir.  u  woU  M  10 
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■were  compelled  to  act  by  reason  of  the  letter  of  him  who  was 
at  once  Uieir  *  Holy  Father'  liiul  their  'fellow-minister,'  in 
other  words,  their  e*jaal  in  sacerdotal  diKuity,'  hut  their 
eaperior  in  authority.  He  had  been  asked  by  St.  Cyril  TvnSura^ 
TO  ^QKovv,  to  formalato  the  dogmatic  decree.  He  had  given 
the  Tt^TTor  in  the  lc-ttei*8  written  to  Cyril,  Nestorlus,  the  clergy 
of  Constantinople,  and  John  of  Antioch,  bnt  especially  in  the 
letter  to  Ncstorius  which  was  read  in  synod.  The  council 
(VrtxW  do  nothing  else  than  jidd  obodionco  to  this  letter.  This 
the  bishops  declare  they  have  done.  Their  action  in  con- 
demning the  .\rcbbishop  of  Conntantinople  in  his  ahtence  from 
the  synod  was  covered  by  the  canons;  their  action  in  con- 
demnmg  bim  at  all  was,  they  averred,  a  simple  necessity  after 
the  letter  of  the  Pope.  Although  exerciKing  a  real  jadgment 
on  the  subject,  as  the  record  shows  they  did,  they  were  yet 
under  a  moral  irapossthility  of  differing  from  the  Papal 
sentence ;  they  were,  they  say,  '  necessarily  compelled  \airo\ 
by  the  canons  and  by  [ix]  the  letter  of  the  Holy  Father ; ' 
and  in  delivering  this  sentence,  which  they  thus  declare  to  be 
in  its  origin  and  power  that  of  the  Pope,  they  profess  to  l>c 
acting  with  the  authority  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  U  is, 
they  say,  His  sentence.  What  Celestine  said  of  the  sentence 
as  it  passed  from  his  Upe,  that  it  was  '  the  judgment  of  Christ, 
who  is  God,'  the  Epheaine  Council  also  said  of  its  execution 
and  promulgation  by  themselves.  Pope  and  council  together 
claim  the  prerogative  of  infallibility  :  the  Pope  in  defining 
the  rchitionship  of  Nefitoriua'  teaching  to  the  Christian  faith, 
the  council,  in  judging  after  the  Pope,  '  noceasarily  compelled ' 
by  His  Holinesa'  decision. 

Bossuet,  who  frequently  soars  above  the  mists  of  GalHcAn 
prejudices,  rightly  says  ^  tliat  the  council  was  not  necessary, 
bnt  it  was  expedient,  on  account  of  the  trouble  that  Ncstorius 
WHS  able  to  (iroate  through  his  influence  at  court.  The  council, 
therefore,  was  careful  to  note  that  its  decision  did  not  dero- 
gate from  the  compulsory  nature  of  the  Papal  decision,  but 
ireaomcd  it ;  it  was,  though  the  art  of  free  meu,  not,  in  every 
sense,  a  free  action ;  it  was  a  matter  of  duty  to  join  them- 
selves as  members  to  their  head/  it  was  their  own  araertion 

'  nUUiTot>n«v.        *  Dtf,  Dtcl  Oleri  Oallicani.       *  Ukoa,  L  it.  p.  1300  c. 
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of  their  membership  in  the  teaching  body.  The  obligation 
which  was  thus  laid  iipiin  them  by  the  canons  could  only  refer 
to  Nesfcorius'  disobedience  to  the  synod,  which  compelled  it 
to  enter  apon  the  question  iritliout  his  own  tUifatcf.  No  canon 
had  dealt  with  his  dogmatic  error ;  but  the  canons  provided 
for  the  judieial  treatment  of  a  heretic.  But  the  letter  ot^ 
Celeetine,  wliich  laid  them  under  this  obligation  to  obedience, 
had  respect  not  only  to  the  deposition  of  Nestorius,  but  to  his 
heresy,'  for  it  provided  that  hia  deposition  shoold  follow  on 
his  refusal  to  retract  his  error  in  regard  to  the  matter  of  faith 
within  ten  days.  And  although  the  Poutifif  had  left  the 
execution  of  his  sentence,  including  its  delay  (if  deemed  ud- 
visable)  to  the  synod,  he  hud  not  left  it  open  to  them  to  acquit 
Nestoriua  in  the  event  of  his  obstinate  adherence  to  hia  error.' 
This  obstinacy  had  now  been  established  by  comi>etent  wit- 
nesses, and  the  council,  having  complied  with  the  provisions 
of  the  canons  in  summouing  him  throe  times,  was  '  necessarily 
compelled,'  in  obedience  to  the  Papal  sentence,  to  depOBa  uid 
excommunicate  the  archbisliop.  But  bow,  aa  Ballorini  asks, 
could  the  Kphesine  Fathers  be  '  necessarily  compelled  *  by 
the  letter  of  Celestiue,  unless  they  were  '  necessarily  compelled ' 
to  preserve  a  unity  of  faith  with  the  Roman  Pontiff? 

Now,  how  do  those  writers  deal  with  this  momentous  utter- 
ance of  the  council  who  maintain  the  independence  of  national 
Churches  ? 

It  is  not  put  in  evidence  at  al)  by  Canon  Bright  in  his 
article  in  Smith's  '  Dictionary  ol  Christian  Biography  *  on 
8t.  Cyril,  nor  in  that  by  Mr.  Ffoulkes  on  the  Council  of 
Ephesus;  neither  does  it  appear  in  Canon  Brigbt's  'Historjj 
of  the  Church,*  where  the  sentence  on  Nestorius  is  thus 
described  :  '  And  thu  prelates  proceeded  to  depose  and  ezeom- 
municate  Nestorius  in  the  name  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ, 
whom  he  has  "  blasphemed  " '  (p.  333). 

There  is  no  allusion  to  the  letter  of  Celestino  here. 

It  does  not  appear  in  Canon  Robertson's  '  History  of  the 
Church ' — a  work  which  has  Cgtired  much  on  the  list  of  brxjks 
recommended  to  candidates  for  ordination  in  the  K&tablished 


*  Ot.  Ukllarisi,  Dt  Vi  it  Itatume  Primatut  Bom.  Pmttf.  e.  xUi.  {  11. 
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Church.  Dean  MUman '  quotes  a  part  of  the  senteDce,  but 
omits  the  crucial  words  *  hy  the  letter  of  our  Most  Holy  Father 
and  feUow-mioiBtex  CeleBtine.*  He  even  gives  the  Greek  iii 
a  foot-note,  with  the  same  omission,  marking  that  there  is  an 
omission.  Dr.  Wordsworth  seems  to  go  a  step  beyond  these 
vrriters.  He  omits  the  crucial  word  '  compelled.'  His  version 
of  the  synod's  sentence  is : '  '  They  then  declared  that  in 
accordance  with  the  canons  of  the  Church,  and  with  tlie  letter 
of  their  Most  Holy  Father  and  brother-minister,  Celestiue, 
bishop  of  the  Koman  Church,'  &c. 

'  Id  accordance  with  '  is  certainly  not  an  accurate  transla- 
tion of  *  necessarily  compelled  by,'  nor  is  it  even  a  fair  para- 
phrase of  the  same.  A  very  strong  and  exhaustive  term  ia 
here  used  in  the  Greck.^  And  not  content  with  a  word  which 
contains  the  idea  of  tremendous  force,  they  add  to  it  the  adverb 
*  necessarily.*  *  And  it  must  be  remembered  that  the  Greek  is 
tiie  original  here ;  that  it  was  drawn  up  by  Easterns,  and  that 
it  was  the  Greek  which  the  Eastern  Fathers  actually  signed. 

The  sentence  thus  expressed  and  signed,  the  Fathers 
issued  forth  from  their  cecimienical  syuod.  The  citizens  of 
Epbeeus  were  in  an  ecstasy  of  joy.  They  bad  waited  for  the 
sentence  in  eager  expectation,  not  as  doubting  the  truth,  but 
as  looking  forward  to  its  confirmation.  And  upon  the 
council's  leaving  8t.  Mary's  at  the  close  of  the  day,  thvy  burst 
into  the  wildest  applause,  and  attended  the  orthodox  bishops 
home  with  every  token  of  honour,  Cyril  coming  in,  as  well  he 
might,  for  the  lion's  share  of  their  attention.  Torchlight 
processions  and  Incense  accompanied  the  members  of  the 
synod  to  their  residences,  and  the  very  ladies  of  Ephesua 
tamed  out  to  manifest  their  joy  at  the  vindication  of  the  glory 
of  their  sex,  the  *  great  Mother  of  God,  Mary  most  holy.' 

Candidian,  the  emperor's  legate,  on  the  contrary,  soon 
bad  the  notices  from  the  city  walls  torn  down.  The  synod 
had  defeated  his  hopes ;  but  he  was  bent  on  causing  trouble, 
as  the  event  proved.     Dr.  LitU^dale  thinks  that  be  makes  a 


■  Bitt,  o/  Lot.  ChnitianUy,  toI.  L  p.  311  (4th  and  revived  edition). 

*  Church  Hiitory,  toI.  it.  p.  31C. 

*  KmTtn^x9il^%t,  wbiob  U  a  strong  form  of  Artix^'''T#t. 

'  kfayuiUmt.     Cf.  Bt.  Ireoeus  od  the  aeetuitj  of  agreeing  with  Boms,  p.  86. 
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point  against  the  '  Petriiie  elaims '  of  Home  when  he  adduces 
the  fact  that  '  no  practical  impression  xraa  made  on  Neetorins 
or  the  bishops  of  his  party '  *  by  the  Papal  sentence ;  and  Dr. 
Salmon  holtla '  that  the  more  fact  tliat  the  decision  of  a  council 
vas  not  received  at  once  on  all  sidea  is  fatal  to  the  infalli- 
bility of  cEcumenical  councila — an  argument  which  would 
summarily  dispose  of  oar  Lord's  Divinity.  One  of  the  most 
rocont  thooriee  about  our  Lord's  miracles  ia  that  since  every- 
body did  not  at  once  yield  asBent  to  His  claimB,  no  miraclea 
could  have  been  worlted  ;  and  Dr.  Salmon's  ia  only  the  same 
argument  applied  to  the  Church.  Certainly  Nestorianism  did 
not  ceaae  to  be ;  indeed,  it  seemed  for  a  moment  as  thoa^ 
after  the  council's  judgment  it  might  gain  the  upper  haiul. 
But  what  of  that  ?  These  writers  have  failed  to  appreciate 
one  of  the  leading  facts  of  human  history,  viz.  the  fall  of 
man.  Men  who  could  repudiate  the  truth  concerning  the  In- 
carnation could  and  did  rebel  a^inst  tlio  Holy  See  and  against 
any  number  of  councils.  Nestorius,  then,  and  his  followers, 
instead  of  submitting  to  Pope  or  councils,  had  their  weapons 
ready ;  and  John  of  Antioch  was  to  be  led  into  serious  sin  be- 
fore the  ultimate  triumph  of  the  great  Patriarch  of  Alexandria. 
8t.  Celestine,  foreseeing  or  being  fully  acquainted  vritli  the 
difficulties  of  the  position,  had  sent  three  legates  to  reinforce 
the  council.  There  is  no  evidence  that  St.  Cyril  knew  of 
their  near  approach.  By  the  time  of  their  arrival  the 
emperor's  party  had  sufficiently  exerted  themselves  to  prevent 
the  further  am  of  St.  Mary's  by  the  orthodox  bishops,  who 
accordingly  met  in  the  house  of  Memnon,  the  Bishop  of 
Epheeiu.  The  Papal  legates  had  instructions  from  SL 
Ci-Iestine  not  to  mix  themselves  up  with  any  discussions,  bat 
simply  to  act  as  judges  and  to  carry  out  his  sentence. 
Accordingly,  in  this  new  sesBion  the  bishopB  submitted  their 
action  in  the  previous  session  to  the  judgment  uf  the  legates, 
and  asked  them  to  confirm  it.  Phihp,  legate  of  *  the  Apoetolio 
throne,*  as  the  Acts  describe  him,  said,  in  his  opening  apeoch* 
tliat  Celestinc  had  *  long  ago  decided  '  the  present  matters  by 
his  letters/  but  that  he  now  sends  firesh   letters   for  *tbe 

'  VttriiH  CtaimM.  p.  9S.  *  InfatUhiiiiv  cf  th4  Church,  p.  496.  e, 

*  Uaou,  t.  tv.  ooL  ISS3.  b. 
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fctioo  of  the  Catholic  Faith.'  Cyril  proposed  that  the 
letters  of  the  Pope  should  be  read  '  with  the  hououi-  that  befits 
them.*  They  were-  accordingly  read  in  liatin  and  Greek, 
Philip  having  first  said  that  it  was  in  accordance  with  custom 
that  the  letters  of  the  .VpostoUc  See  should  he  read  first  in 
Latin.  The  Papal  letter  si^eaks  of  the  synod  as  being  a 
witness  to  the  presence  of  the  Holy  Bpirit,  and  eipresses  the 
conTiction  that  the  same  Lord  who  presided  over  the  Council 
at  Jerasalem  will  be  present  at  Ephesun  and  teach  theni. 
All  hiflhopa  have  received  the  Holy  Ghost ;  all  have  received 
a  common  command  to  preach  the  name  of  the  Lord  in  place 
of  the  Apostlea  whom  they  succeed.  He  then  refers  to 
Timothy  having  been  left  by  St.  Paul  at  Ephesus,  and  com- 
pares them  to  Timothy.    The  Pope's  expression  suggests  a 

lilar  relationship  between  himself  and  the  bishops  in 
syno<l  to  that  whicli  existed  between  St.  Paul  the  Apostle  and 
St.  Timothy,  Bishop  of  Ephesus.  He  ends  with  the  assurance 
that  they  will  sec  tbat  what  he  hag  ikdfkd  concerning 
Nestorius  is  *  in  behalf  of  the  security  and  freedom  from 
trouble  of  all  the  Churches,'  and  that  they  will  therefore  not 
^lientate  to  give  in  their  adhesion  to  '  what  was  long  ago 
decided  by  as,'  which  he  has  sent  hi3  legates  to  execute.' 

This  letter,  on  being  read,  elicited  applause  from  the 
bishops,  who,  taking  up  the  injunction  in  the  last  sentence, 
cried  oat,  'This  is  a  just  '^eiWon,' and  the  nynml  exclHimed 
that  it  thanked  'Cele^tine,  a  new  Paul'  (in  allusion  to  the 
Pope's  reference  to  St.  Paul's  admonition  to  Timothy),  '  Cyril, 
new  Paul '  (Cyril  who  had  represented  the  Pope), '  Celestine, 
16  gnardian  of  the  faith  (tw  <^vXam  r^s  W<rrefti»),  Celestine  of 
one  mind  with  the  synod,' '  one  Celestine,  one  Cyril,  one  faith 
of  the  synod,  one  faith  of  the  whole  world.' 

These  utterances  as  to  the  unity  of  the  Church  contain  a 
Tolune  of  theology,  and  taken  together  with  what  had  pre- 
ceded them  they  exactly  illustrate  the  idea  of  the  Church's 
action  in  a  general  council  as  described  above  (p,  880.) 

The  Pope  appears  in  them  as  the  source  of  infallibility ; 
the  council's  action  is  stated  to  be  the  sequence  of  his  ;  it  is 
an  actual  exercise  of  judgment  in  the  shape  uf  an  iulelligont 
■  Manm,  t  ir.  ool.  1387^  b. 


340 


THE  BISnOPS'  AOCBFTANOE. 


kjo.  400 


adhesion  to  the  Papal  sentence ;  and  the  resoU  of  all  ib  the 
exhibition  of  the  Chiireh's  unity  as  a  whole. 

Thi»,  too,  iR  the  description  of  the  situatinD  given  almoet 
in  BO  many  words  by  Projectos,  one  of  the  episcopal  k'gateaof 
the  Pope.     He  epoaks  of  the  tv-jtos  afforded  by  Ccleetino's 
letters,  and  says  that  the  Pope  haa  exhorted  their  HoUneae, 
not  as  though  teaching  the  ignorout,  but  as  reminding  thoe 
who  know.     He  applies)  to  Celestine's  option  the  very  word/ 
when  translated  into  Greek  (ae  it  appears  in  the  Acta),  which 
Gclestine  had  used  of  St.  Paul  when  he '  admonished '  Timothy, 
as  Bishop  of  Ephesaa  ;  and  speaks  of  their  office  as  being  that' 
of '  bringing  the  matter  to  a  perfect  end,*  bo  that  their  action 
wu  to  be  the  consummation  of  the  apostoUc  sentence  of 
Pope. 

Fimins,  Bishop  of  Ciesarea  in  Cappadocia,  nowanswc 
for  the  council,  and  his  answer  is  most  important.  He 
speaks  of  the  '  Apostolic  and  holy  throne'  having  given 
'  decision  and  sentence '  ^  in  the  affair  of  NeBtorios,  U> 
Alexandria,  Jerusalem,  Thesaalonioa,  Constantinople,  ani 
Antioch,  which  (he  says)  we,  the  bishops  of  the  synod,  bavfl! 
followed.'  He  says  that  the  limit  of  time  allowed  to  Nestorina 
by  Celcfitine  for  reformation  had  long  passed  when  they  reached 
Ephesus  ;  that  the  emperor  had  tixed  the  time  for  their  meet- 
ing ;  that  they  had  summoned  Kestorius  and  he  had  not 
obeyed  their  summons,  and  that  accordingly  they  had  exocut«dj 
the  sentence  (roe  tv-jtov  i^ifftffdcrafiMv)  by  jwaaing  a  eatumU 
and  ajMvtotiail  judgment  against  him.  Canonical,  be  donbt- 
loas  meant  in  allusion  to  tlie  t4>rms  of  tlie  sentence  '  tie<;c8sarily 
compelled  by  the  canons ; '  '  apostolical '  in  allusion  to  the 
letter  of  their  Holy  Father  Celestine,  by  which  also  they  were 
'  compelled.' 

After  this  clear  description  of  the  sitnation,  Arcadius,  the 
third  legate,  thanking  God  for  their  arrival  on  the  scene,  asks 
that  the  proceedings  of  the  council  he  read.  Philip  the  legate 
iieks  the  same,  in  accordance  with  Celestine's  injunctions, 
congratulating  the  holy  and  venerable  sjmod  that  they  have 
'  joined  themselves  as  holy  members  to  the  holy  head  by  tlteir 
luAy  exclamations  '^again  a  perfect  deacription  of  the  uflice  of 

'  fSfM-  m1  r^o*.     Mao*!,  t,  i*.  DC4.  JS90.  *  ^  inoKv^H^a^tt  «.  r.  JL 
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,  general  council  ae  given  above  by  Fenelon,  '  Their  gubmiBBion 

^"fitks  a  judgment  and  thoir  judgmc-nt  was  submission.'    Pbilip 

asks  for  the  proceedings  cf  the  evnod  previoua  to  the  arrival  of 

the  legat«u  to  be  uhowD  that  tbey  may  confirm  them.     Theo- 

dotus.  Bishop  of  Ancyra,  remarks  that : 

*  The  God  of  all  has  shown  that  the  sentence  of  the  synod 
is  just  by  the  auspicious  arrival '  of  the  letters  of  the  Godfear- 
ing bishop  Celeatiiie,  and  by  the  presence  of  your  Piety.' 

And  the  legates  retired  that  night  to  thoir  residence  with 
the  Acts  of  the  first  Hessioa,  to  peruse  them  in  quiet. 

TV.  Meanwhile,'^  John  of  Antiuch  bad  arrived  with  a  follow- 
ing of  several  disreputable  and  disqualified  biahopB,  together 
mtb  a  fcvr  others  who  would  naturally  have  formed  part  of  the 
synod.  The  former  were  men  who  lay  under  accusation  of 
various  kinds,  some  of  them  not  having  dioceses  in  ooDseciueuce 
of  misconduct.  This  description  of  them  in  given  by  the  whole 
orthodox  synod,  again  and  again,  tjven  to  tlio  emperor  him- 
self. Strange  to  eay,  Bome  writers  prefer  the  statement  of 
these  men  to  the  account  given  by  the  orthodox  bishops  of  the 
conucil.  Yet  the  latter  were,  according  to  St.  Vincent  of 
Lerins,'  men  of  peculiar  ability  and  buUnees ;  and  they  were 
on  the  side  of  divine  truth,  engaged  in  a  struggle  for  the  truth 
of  the  Incarnation,  it  is  iullnitely  to  the  credit  of  JJr.  Pusey 
that  he  should  liave  set  himself  against  the  stream  of  Anglican 
writers  on  this  point,  fie  Ktands,  we  believe,  aJone  in  defend- 
ing 8t.  Cyril  against  the  accusation  of  impatience  and  in  giving 
the  same  account  of  John  of  Antioch'a  delay  as  the  synod 
itself  gives.  In  opposition  to  Canon  Brigbt'a  argument  *  tliat 
John  of  Antioch  would  have  wishe<l  to  be  there  at  Ephesus 
be/are  the  arrival  of  tho  legates  (which  supposes  that  he  wished 
to  be  there  at  all,  and  that  he  knew  of  the  approach  of  the 
legates — both  of  them  gratuitons  assumptions),  Dr.  Pusey 

■  /vi^rr^iT'i — a  woid  whioh  is  g«n«riUl7  ustd  of  th«  ftrriva]  ot  «  iaeM«iiger 
tram  Qod,  ei^MjctiUI;  of  Uw  Uoij  S^riU  01.  Diodorf,  SUph,  Theaaur.  vol.  iii. 
p.  1881. 

*  The  woood  Wfsion  ot  the  council  was  on  Jnly  10.  Jolin  of  Aniiooh 
iMah*d  BpbMU  on  Juo«  '27.  and  held  tb«  CoDctili&balum  tho  tunc  <Ujr. 

*  Cotnmonii,  i.  ii. 

*  Hist,  of  the  Chunk,  p.  S31,  adopted  also  b;  Neale.  i/u(.  of  £.  CkurcH,  bk. 
L  I  S,  ori^aUy  ■gggMted  by  TUlemonu 
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maintains '  that  John  of  Aiitioch  might  easily  have  arrived  ii 
time,  and  that  there  is  no  conceivable  motive  for  bis  deU;,! 
except  what  the  synod  givea  on  information  which  ii  bad  re* 
ceived  from  adequate  Bources.     'Why  Bhouhl  he  delay,'  sake 
Dr.  Pufiey,  '  except  that  he  did  not  wIbIi  to  lie  there  ? ' 

The  paflBage  in  Evagrius  on  which  Dr.  Bright  reliee.  hotfa  in 
hiB  '  History  '  and  in  his  more  recent  article  in  the  '  Dictionary 
of  Gbrietian  Biography,'  ia  not  eufiiciont  to  settle  the  quoation. 
Eragrins  was  an  Antiochene,  if  not  by  birth  at  least  by  reai- 
dence,  and  be  merely  gives  the  fact  that  many,  doubtlee 
Antiocheiies  also,  thought  there  waa  excuse  for  John  ;  and  the ' 
reading  of  the  passage  is  not  certain.  And  Evagrius  ia  cer- 
tainly inaccurate  in  the  aamo  passage  in  saving  that  Cyril 
asked  ThcodoHius  to  convene  the  cotmeil,  as  &\so  in  another 
etatament,  that  Xestorius  promised  to  attend  the  synod  on  the 
first  summons. 

Hbfele's  account,  according  to  which  John  of  Antiooh's 
message  that  they  alionld  proceed  without  him,  refers  to  the 
time  of  the  reception  of  hia  message,  and  not  Uf  a  time  Baboa* 
qut'Ut  to  that,  in  in  strict  accordance  with  the  only  e\idence  we 
have;  and  accordingly,  the  Protcatanteditor  of CUirko's  trans- 
lation of  Hofele's  work  says  in  his  Preface  *  with  regard  to 
Cyril,  that '  there  ^eemn  no  reason  to  doubt  that  bis  antago- 
niats  purposely  delayed  their  arhral,  and  gave  him  to  under- 
stand that  the  proceedings  might  begin.  At  any  rate,  the 
author  [viz.  Bishop  Hefele]  appears  to  have  stated  the  case 
with  all  possible  accuracy.' 

On  his  arrival  at  Epheens,  John  of  Actioch,  refoaing  to 
listen  to  the  deputation  of  orthodox  bishops,  which  endearoored 
to  provide  him  with  proper  information,  proceeded  in  the  ni- 
moet  haste  to  hold  a  synod  of  these  otherwise  unsatisfactory 
bishops,  and  after  liHtcningtoanej'  parte  and  most  untruthful 
statement  from  Coimt  Candidian,  deposed  and  excommuni- 
cated Cyril  and  Memnon. 

The  tnrmoil  in  Ephesns  can  be  better  imagined  than 
described.  John  did  not^  indeed,  express  sympathy  with  the 
teaching  of  Ncstorias,  but  ho  professed  to  discern  a  btal  flaw 

'  OL  CjTit  of  Akx.  Tomt*  Offamtt  Hutoriut,  VnUiCt.  p.  lua- 

■  Pn(«M  bj  HafeI«'A  Htat.  of  tlu  CouncU,  Engliah  tmiiBlntion,  p.  vili. 


«* 


— «3  OF  ANTIOCH.  343 

in  the  mode  of  his  deposition  by  the  council,  as  being  contrary 
both  to  the  imperial  rescript  and  to  the  canons.  It  is  needless 
to  say  that  he  paid  no  manner  of  attention  to  either  of  these 
anthorities  in  his  own  proceedings.  He  ws»  completely  led 
away  by  the  disquiet  spirits  who  had  gathered  round  him, 
Bome  of  whom  had  been  deposed  by  Borne,  and  others  were 
under  accusation  for  Tarious  charges;  although  he  would 
probably  have  said  that  he  was  not  setting  himself  up  against 
the  Pope,  bat  had  only  taken  the  part  of  a  man  who,  although 
teaching  falsely,  was  being  persecuted  by  Cyril  and  bis 
associate.  Fortunately  he  yrss  prevented  &om  consecrating 
another  bishop  in  place  of  Memnon  at  Ephesns,  as  he  was 
minded  to  do. 


CHAPTER  XX. 

THE   SBB  OP   PBTBR   *  OONFTRMINO    THB   BRBTHIIBN.' 


I,  Such  was  the  state  of  tbinge  when  tbe  true  coancU  re- 
assembled to  hear  the  judgment  of  the  Papal  legates  as  to  the 
execution  of  the  Papal  sentence  at  their  first  see&icm,  vhoee 
minutes  th6  legates  had  now  perused  at  home. 

Philip  takes  the  foremost  place,  and  at  once  declares  that 
tbe  judgment  of  the  synod  in  its  first  session  had  been  passed 
on  thoroughly  canonical  and  ecclesiaetical  lines  ;  and  he  adkB 
that  tbe  minutes  be  read  over  again  pabUcly,  in  order  that, 
'  following  the  sentence  of  the  most  holy  Pope  Celesline,  who 
imdertouk  this  caro  [Le.  the  care  of  this  matter],  ve  may  be 
able  to  confirm  the  decisions  of  your  Holiness.' 

Arcadios  seconds  Philip's  proposal,  and  the  sentence  of  the 
synod  was  road  again,  containing  the  crucial  words  '  compelled 
of  necessity  by  the  canonsand  by  the  letter  of  our  Holy  Father 
and  brother- minister  Cclestine,*  Sec.  Then  it  was  Uiat  Philip 
rose  and  pronounced  the  definite  judgment  on  the  proceedings 
of  the  council  as  it  sat,  with  Cyril  at  its  head,  and  listened  to 
the  most  elaborate  and  careful  statement  of  the  relation  of  the 
Holy  Soe  to  the  rest  of  the  Catholic  Church. 

His  words  are  too  important  to  be  given  m  parnphrftsc 
only.  He  says  : '  *  It  is  doubtful  to  no  one,  but  rather  bu 
bera  known  to  all  ages,  that  the  holy  and  most  blessed  Peter, 
the  prince  and  head  of  the  Apostles,  and  pillar  of  the  faith, 
the  fouudation  of  the  Catholic  Church,  received  of  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ,  the'Saviour  and  Bedeemer  of  the  haman  raoe^ 
the  keys  of  tbe  kingdom,  and  power  was  given  to  him  to  bind 

•  Muui,  t  U.  eoL  1295. 
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and  loose  sinB ;  who,  up  to  this  time  and  always  lives  and 
exercises  judgment  in  hia  successors.  In  accordance,  therefore, 
with  this  order,  hit)  successor  holding  his  place,  our  holy  and 
most  bloRsed  Father  ColesUne  has  sent  us  to  this  synod  to 
supply  his  presence/ 

He  proceeds  to  say  that  all  han'ing  been  done  regularly, 
and  Nestorius  having  refused  to  attend  the  synod,  what  has 
been  pronounced  against  him  is  '  firm,'  holds  good,  according 
to  the  decision  of  all  the  Churches,  for  East  and  AA'est  are 
present  together  at  this  '  siwerdotal  assembly.'  So  let  Nes- 
torins  know  that  he  is  outside  the  communion  of  the  Catholic 
Church. 

ArcadiuR  followed  in  the  same  strain.  His  points  were 
that  Nestoriua  bad  been  admonished  '  by  the  letters  of  the 
ApostoUc  See,'  and  then  also  by  the  synod ;  that  he  had  not 
made  use  of  the  time  accorded  to  him  for  coming  round  to  a 
better  mind ;  that  he  had  not  accepted  the  sentence  of  the 
Apostolic  See  {-rv-nav  Tf}s  a-irooToXiJciJp  KaOi^pos)  nor  the  ad- 
monition of  a]I  the  holy  bishops;  conseyuoutly,  in  obedienco  ^ 
to  the  decisions  delivered  by  Celeatine,  the  most  holy  Pope  of 
the  Apostolic  See,  and  to  the  decrees  of  the  holy  synod  (we 
say),  let  Neatorius  know  that  he  has  been  deprived '  of  the 
episcopal  dignity,  and  is  excluded  from  the  whole  Catholic 
Church  and  tlie  communion  of  all  the  bishopR, 

l*rojectua  aa>*8  that  on  the  same  grounds  he  decides  with 
the  authority  of  a  '  commission  from  the  holy  Apostolic  See, 
executor,  in  fellowaliip  with  his  brethren,  of  the  sentence,' 
that  Nestorius  is  forthwith  Itereft  of  the  honour  of  the  episco- 
pate and  of  communion  with  the  orthodox  bishops. 

n.  Such  is  the  position  which  was  occupied  by  the  Papal 
legates.  There  can  be  no  mistake  about  the  significance  of 
their  utterances.  It  is  not  possible  to  express  the  position  of 
Rome  in  the  Catholic  Church  in  plainer  terms.  Hor  position, 
according  to  these  statements,  is  that  of  judge  in  matters  of 
faith,  and  of  ruler  in  matters  of  dist^'ipilne.  That  position  is 
traced  to  a  divine  institution.   She  is  asserted  to  be  the  See  of 

*  iM»kw%it«vmt,  wbioh  ia  opposed  to  tbo  non-aoocptiinoe  or  dtsobedlenoe  of 
KNtorios. 

■  li  it  the  Qnek  perfect,  inJicatiag  tb«  still  eadurtng  re«aU  ol  «  past  Ml. 
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St.  Peter,  and  as  euch,  hy  reason  of  the  jKisition  of  princedom 
bestowed  on  him  by  our  Divine  Lord,  she  is  proclaimed  the 
head  of  the  Catholic  Charcb.  As  each  she  has  responded  u> 
St.  Cyril'fl  requeet,  rvTraitrat  to  Bokovp,  that  ahc  would  fnrmalate 
the  dogmatic  sentence.  The  syiiod  has  followed  that  sentence, 
and  therefore  the  legates,  in  the  name  of  Celestine,  the  occu- 
pant of  the  Apostolic  Sec,  arc  prepaicd  to  confirm  the  act  of 
the  8yno<I.     This  is  the  pith  of  tlio  legates'  KiH^ehoe. 

Now  if  thia  position  was  quietly  accepted,  we  hare  at 
an  cectnnenical  council  an  emphatic  condemnation  of  the 
AngUcan  position  as  contradicting  and  rebelling  against  thai 
form  of  unity  which  Christ  cBtabliBhed  in  His  Church.  If  the 
Anglican  position  is  to  be  defended  on  the  ground  of  couformi 
with  the  principles  uf  Church  life  that  have  the  sanction  of 
flBcnmenical  councils,  history  must  record  some  protest 
the  ]>o»ition  taken  up  by  the  legates  at  the  Council  of  Ep] 
Anglicans  proudly  turn  to  history.  No  words  can  be 
scathing  than  those  in  which  Canon  Carter '  and  Mr.  Gore,  Eor 
instance,  denounce  what  they  are  pleased  to  eiUl  Roman 
Catholic  disregard  for  history,  and  assort  their  own  saperior 
attention  to  its  verdict.  Bishop  King,  of  Lincoln,  foUova 
snit.'  i\jiA  yet  the  Anglican  Chnreh  takes  its  stand,  as  did  the 
Lambeth  Conference,'  on  the  first  four  u-cumenical  councils. 
Well,  we  open  the  Acts  of  the  Councils,  and  nhat  do  we  find? 
Hero  at  Ephcsuri  is  the  ieacliing  of  the  Catholic  Roman  Church 
descril)e<l  in  full,  and  we  look  in  vain  far  any  protest,  any 
one  dissentient  voice,  any  sign  whatever  of  disagreemeol.* 
On  the  contrary,  Cyril  forthwith  appeals  lu  the  synod,  saying 
that  the  bishops  have  heard  what  the  legates  have  said,  that 
the  legates  have  spoken  as  *  occupying  the  place  of  the  Apo- 
stolic See,  and  of  all  the  holy  synod  of  God-belovod  and  most 

■  Ct.  lioman  QiuUUm,  chaptoi  ga '  Id«u  of  Tnilb  ; '  utd  Qon't  B.  C.  CUumt, 
p.  IfK.  and  oditioR. 

*  Prefue  to  Priftitir*  Saints,  de.,  {Maiim. 

*  Di.  SklmoiD  repadiktcs  th«  siithorit^of  lh«  ooaneiU  tofoohftD  evIaattlwL 
altboo^  his  book  u  twed  b;  tiigb  ChnrchBiAU,  iU  Uimh^  ii  uol  Uw  Mm«  u 
Um:  ot  tli«  Ijombflih  Conference  of  Uie  AsKlioon  £pi8eo|Mle. 

*  air.  Pnllgr  IPrimitiw  SAtnU.  p.  1S4)  oaIIk  the  doctritu  of  fhilip  ■! 
EpbMtu  '  D«w  and  therefore  t&lse  ; '  Um  council  MWpti  it  u  old  Mid  tlMt«kM 
tnn.    What  tUlip  uid  wu  'suiublc' 


holy  bishops  in  the  WeBt ; '  that  they  have  execoted  what  has 
been  prescribed  to  them  by  Celestino  ;  that  they  havo  given 
their  approval  to  the  aentoneo  of  tho  holy  synotl  against 
Nf>.fltorius,  and  that  consequently  they  bIiouUI  be  asked  to  set 
their  signature  to  the  same,  and  that  the  records  of  what  was 
done  yesterday  and  to-day  should  be  added  to  the  previous 
Acts. 

The  whole  council  responds  to  Cyi-il's  proposal,  and  says, 
'  Since  Arcadius  and  Projet-tus,  the  reverend  and  pious  bishops 
and  legates,  and  Philip,  presbyter  and  legate  of  the  Apostolic 
See.  hare  tpoken  what  is  tuitaUe,  they  ought  to  confirm  the 
Acts  by  their  signature.'  ' 

It  ia  enough.  We  ought  to  hear  nothing  about  'hintory  ' 
from  those  who  refuse  to  obey  the  See  of  St.  Peter  on  the 
gronnd  that  it  is  not  the  divinely  appointed  centre  of  unity  to 
the  Catholic  Church.  We  ought,  at  least,  to  hoar  no  such 
accusatioua  as  to  Rome's  disregard  for  history  as  are  indulged 
in  by  some  writers,  whose  position  is  absolutely  excluded 
by  thchistory  of  the  Council  of  Epheeus.  We  ought  to  hear 
no  more  of  the  theory  that  the  teaching  of  the  Church  of  Rome 
is  only  a  continuation  of  *a  school  of  thought,'  as  Mr.  Gore 
holds,  or  of  an  '  innovation  of  the  Church's  laws,'  as  Dr.  Littlc- 
d&le  hold,  due  to  the  powerful  character  of  St.  Leo  the  Great. 
The  Council  of  Ephesus  was  held  twenty  years  before  the 
Council  of  Cbalcedon ;  and  at  the  Council  of  Ephcsus  the 
theory  of  the  Church's  government  which  these  writers  persist 
in  calling  an  innovation  was  in  full  working  order,  and  was 
declared  to  be  baned  on  a  truth  acknowledged  'by  all  ages.* 
The  teaching  of  the  Vatican  decree  on  this  subject  was  the 
teaching  of  the  Fathers  of  Ephesas,  and  it  was  the  rule  of 
their  conduct.  Consider  the  whole  drama  of  the  council's 
decifiion.  Commencing  with  some  hesitation,  considering  the 
difficult  circumstances  in  which  they  were  placed,  the  Fathers 
of  ilie  council  rise  to  the  occaeiou,  and,  amid  many  tears,  as 
they  say,  paas  their  sentence  in  accordance  with,  and  in  oIk- 
dience  to  that  of  the  See  of  St.  Peter.  They  have  the  emperor 
against  them  ;  they  presently  have  the  patriarch  of  one  of  the 
three  Petrine  Sees  against  them ;  they  have  troops  of  soldiers 
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broup;ht  £rom  Lydia  aji^inst  them,  and  peasants  from   the 
vioral  parts  of  CoQstaiiiinople,  creating  a  scene  of  coufuHiun, 
and  stirring  up  the  indignation  of  the  inhabitants  g(  the  citj, 
who  were  all,  nevertheleea^on  the  Hide  of  Cyril  and  the  ortho- 
dox bishops ;  but  in  the  face  of  all  tliis  turmoij,  the  synod 
calmly  and  judiciously  enters  upon  the  vork  for  which  it  had 
been  convoked  by  the  emperor,  and  which  had  been  entrust 
to  its  care  (as  itself  says)  by  the  'Holy  Apustolic  See.'     And' 
now,  reinforced  by  legates  from  the  Apostolic  throne,  thewliole 
tone  of  the  sj-nod  rises,  and  with  mutual  congratulations, 
entire  body — '  the  holy  members  joining  themselves  to 
holy  hetid,  not  being  ignorant  [ae  Philip  says]  that  the  bles 
Ajwetle  Peter  is  the  head  of  the.  irholr  affair^  and  even  of  the' 
Apostles' — exhibits  its  perfect  unity  in  the  condemnation  and 
oxtrasion  of  the  heretic  from  communion  with  itself.    The 
bishops  had  written  to  the  emperor  immediately  after  the  first 
seaaion,  but  now  they  write  again  in  bolder  terms,  informing 
him  that  Celestine  had  indicated  the  line  of  judgment  wliicb 
they  too  had  acioptt-d,  that  he  had  sent  Cyril  to  hold  liU 
— a  direct  reversal  of  the  Impei-ial  wish— and  that  he 
afresh  eignified  the  same  mind,  having  eont  letters  by  hit 
legates,  Arcadius,  Projectus  and  Philip.     The«e  men  (they 
say)  expressed  the  mind  of  the  entire  We«t,  and  have  declared 
their  oneness  with  the  synod,  so  that  '  the  whole  world  is  of 
one  mind.'     The  synod  thereupon  ventures  a  step  further, 
and   rcquesta   the  emperor   not  to  di&turb  tliem  any  more 
with  '  sacrs  jussiones '  in  Neatorins'  behalf,  and  they  ask 
to   be    released,   that    they  may   return    to    thmr   varioux 
homes. 

Now  it  will  natiuraUy  be  asked,  How  do  Anglican  writers 
deal  with  the  crucial  words  which  fell  from  PbtUp's  Ups  ? 

We  have  failed  to  find  them  in  full  in  any  Anglican  writtir.' 
Ko  one  of  those  from  whose  writings  we  have  quoted  bu 

'  Sinoc  tiie  abore  «■«  wrilten  ft  book  has  appeftrad  cftUrnl  LtOidtniiip,  m&t 
Lordship,  in  whiob  thaw  words  ftngjvsa ;  bal  Ui«)>  ftn  Mcompajiied  bj  »  nda- 
•Utonwot  of  Lb«  favU.  The  writ«r  speftks  of  iht  ffordu  of  I'hilip  b«Tia|C  bMB 
fiolj  'Koeopted  in  llin  mom  of  not  being  coutnidictcd  in  wonU,'  whieh  ^M  IM 
tnie ;  antl  he  speaks,  in  the  »tn«  BeoUoM,  of  the  * absoltitel/  iudrpwidaiU  [ale) 
JDdgmfint  and  aotion  of  th«  cotuioil.'  Thii  !■  in  timple  ilvitwwM  o(  dw 
MttnoU'i  own  words—'  QSOMsaril/  oompcUtd,'  *o. 
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given  his  readers  the  benefit  of  Philip's  speech  in  full.  Neither 
dotia  auy  one  of  them  coimect  it  rightly  with  iU  context. 
Dr.  Littk^ale  alludes  to  it  only  to  pass  it  by  a6  the  private 
opinion  of  the  Papnl  legato.  But  this,  as  we  have  seen,  is 
not  true.  It  does  not  occur  in  Dr.  Wordsworth's  rather  full 
account  of  the  council,  nor  in  Dean  Milman's.  Dr.  NeaJe 
wys  simply,  '  the  legate  Philip,  after  dwelling  on  the  primacy 
[*iV]  of  St.  Peter's  chair,'  ifcc'  Dr.  Bright  ia  the  only  Anglican 
writer  of  prominence  that  has  dealt  with  Philip's  words,  of 
which  his  account  ia  as  follows:'  'Next  day,  in  thn  third 
session,  the  legate  Philip,  haWng  magnified  the  successor  of 
Peter  as  inheriting  his  authority,  Joined  with  his  two  com- 
panions in  affirming  the  sentence  against  Nestorius.' 

This  is  a  somewhat  meagre  summary  of  this  nil-important 
session ;  but  in  a  note  Dr.  Bright  gives  a  short  quotation  from 
the  said  speech  witli  comments  :  '  Fetor  (said  Philip)  was  the 
head  of  the  A|)0stl6B,  and  "  even  now  and  always'  lives  and 
judges  in  his  successors."  On  the  whole,  what  Rome  said  in 
481  amounts  to  this:  "  All  bishops  succeed  the  Apostles,  but 
Cek'stiue,  aa  heir  of  him  who  was  the  foremost  Apostle, 
a  right  to  be  foremost  among  bishops."     Bome  did  nr>f 

'say,  as  she  now  practically  says,  **Tbe  apostolic  authority  ia 
ooDcentrated  in  St.  Peter's  successor."  There  is  nothing 
strange  in  Celestine's  charge  to  the  legatee  to  maintain  the 
authority  of  Rome.' 

\\1iat  Dr.  Bright's  explanation  does  not  meet  is  the  asser- 
tion that  the  primacy  of  the  successor  of  Peter  is,  according 
to  Philip  and  Utf  council,  of  divine  institution;  and  that, 
taking  into  account  the  contest  of  the  words,  they  indicate  a 
belief  that  the  apostolic  authority  of  the  Church  cannot  be 
exercised  in  antagonism  to  the  judgment  of  the  'Apostolic 
throne.'  We  must  repeat,  and  it  cannot  be  too  often  re- 
tted, that  the  Vatican  decree  does  not  teach  that  the  action 

'or  judgment  of  the  '  Holy  Apostolic  See  '  cxhuusta  the  exercise 

'  HisUiTy  of  th«  EatUm  ChMrch,  bk.  ii.  §  ii.  Th«  word  '  primftcj','  amongst 
Antf*i*"«,  geoeralljr  mrare  Boittethiog  lus  Uwn  supremae;.  In  CathoUe  t«r. 
niaoiogf  the  tiro  are  identical. 

»  Uittory  o/  t}\t  Churth,  p.  836. 

*  Fleni?  and  CeiUier  omit  lh«  void  '  always.' although  tli«r»ii  no  diffeicDoe 
IB  Ibc  original. 
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of  apostolic  authority  in  the  Church,  but  that  it  informa  it. 
to  use  a  scholastic  t«rm ;  it  do«s  not  exclude  the  aj>ostoUc 
authority  of  the  opi&copoto,  but  is  necessary  to  it;  it  is  noi 
the  act  of  the  whole  Church,  hut  of  the  Head  of  the  Chiorch. 
Only  it  ia  involved  in  the  promises  of  her  Divine  Head,  that 
the  earthly  Bead,  His  vicar,  shall  not  lead  the  membere  astray, 
and  that  there  bIiuH  never  be  Bcparation  between  the  Head 
and  members :  that  is  to  say,  the  Church  shall  never  die. 
The  members,  by  their  separation,  cease  to  be  living  tueinbers. 
The  Holy  Apostolic  See  will  live  on  till  the  day  of  doom  wit 
Bueh  members  as  }Ic  alone  known  will  be  joined  to  their  H( 
for  the  gates  of  hell  shall  not  prevail  against  her.' 

IH.  In  the  next  session  of  the  synod,  Cyril,  still  presic 
broQght  forward  his  own  case  and  that  of  l^foninon,  the  Biah( 
of  EphesuB.  John  of  Antioch  had  allowed  himself  to  be  eo 
far  led  away  by  the  bad  company  in  which  he  found 
that  he  Imd  synudically  condemned,  excommunicated, 
deposed  both  C^il  and  ^[emnon.  Cyril  could  afford  to 
such  madness  with  contempt.  But  he  had  to  deal  with 
emperor  who  was  opposed  to  liim,  and  with  future  generations*^ 
He  might  have  fallen  back  simply  and  solely  on  hia  anicm 
with  the  succeesor  of  Bt.  Peter ;  but  the  matter  was  one  whic 
had  arisen  since  his  commuiucation  with  Celcstine.  AocounJ 
were  alrciiily  being  sent  to  the  emperor  by  Candidian :  and 
Nestorins  and  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch  both  leant  on  the 
im{>oritU  arm.  At  any  moment  he  might  find  himself  in 
prison,  as,  indeed,  soon  actually  happened.  Every  mom 
therefore,  was  of  importance. 

Accordingly  the  synod  met  again,  and  Cyril  aaked  the 
bisho|m  for  their  vote  on  John  of  Antioch 's  conduct  towarc 
himself  and  Mcmnon.  In  stating  their  cases  he  gi\*es  a  short 
summary  of  what  had  happened,  in  which  precisely  the  same 

■  Vx.  Poller  {Prim.  Saimta.  p.  IS4),  qaoting  put  of  PhUip'l  vord*,  add*, 
'  W«  most  Mrtaiol;  uj-  thst  ftll  ibis  Is  new  doctho* :  mw  and  tbaraiiu*  ta3mC 
■u  Bttonpt  to  give  n  relittioiu  unotioo  to  Um  gnftt  posUioo  whieli  Um  Romml 
Poatiffi  bkd  wctairod  imtinlr  throuKh  llie  legislfttive  actioa  ot  tlw  BMIt.*  || 
b&M  b«en  shown  above  UikI  Mr,  PalW*  prooU  of  tha  '  le(ci*lati<rt'  ori^  df  Ih* 
(wsiUoa  ol  Ibt  H0I7  Sm  arc  (Wrived  from  tnuint«rpr»Utionii  of  tlw  ^eemamii*. 
Uora  he  is  Um  to  fMM  wilb  all  Umw  B«it«ni  biihop».  aod  what  ha  i^^  waa  on 
tcaehioR,  they  say  wiu  lh«  oiigioal  and  nsinnal  toaobiof  of  Ui«.Gbafvli. 
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view  of  matters  as  I  have  emphjisised  recurs.  They  had 
met,  he  says,  in  consefjuence  of  the  imperial  edict — hut  for 
what  purpose  ?  '  For  the  purpose  of  confirming  by  a  common 
sentence  the  right  definition  of  the  Apostolic  Faith ' — this, 
and  not  the  Rettlement  of  an  open  rjiiention,  wart  the  primary 
object  of  the  council.  The  Spoa^  or  definition,  was,  of  course, 
the  opurOitna  rvwov  of  the  Apostolip  See.  Their  coniirmation 
of  tliia  waa  not  the  act  of  a  eupt-rior  authority,  for  they  also 
confirmed  the  Nicene  Creed,  and  their  very-  confirmiition  was 
submitted  to  the  judgment  of  the  Papal  legated,  but  it  waa 
the  added  Htreugth,  aij  we  have  already  seen,  of  the  exhibition 
of  nnity  on  the  part  of  the  assembled  bishops.  It  was  the 
T&rious  points  of  the  circumference  (to  use  Father  Bottalla's 
simile)  cleaving  to  their  centrt- ;  *  following  *  (as  Bishop  Fir- 
muB,  publicly,  interpreted  the  cniincU's  action)  '  the  sentence 
of  the  Apostolic  throne,'  'urged  of  necessity,*  as  the  council 
at  large  expressed  themeelves,  'by  the  canons  and  by  the 
letter  of  Celeatlne,*  and  in  performing  tlieir  duty  the  mem- 
bars  of  the  council  Lad  proved  the  heresy  recently  introduced 
'"by  Neetorius.  So  that  the  purpose  of  the  council  waa  'to 
confirm  by  a  common  sentence  the  orthodox  decision  of  the 
Apostolic  Faith,  and  to  atte«t  the  heresy  recently  introduced 
bj  Neetorius.'  After  explaining  how  the  proceedings  had 
been  conducted  in  an  orderly  and  judicial  manner,  and  how 
John  of  Antioch  had  delayed  when  he  might  have  come,  and 
had  brought  nitb  liim,  and  beeu  joined  by,  certain  disorderly 
people,  some  without  soeH,  some  under  accusations,  he  points 
out  that  the  eo-ealled  sentence  of  deposition  which  John  and 
some  thirty  bisliops  had  pretended  to  pnss  on  himself  and 
Memnou  was  absurd,  considering  the  number  and  character 
of  the  real  synod.  Further,  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch  had 
Tiolated  a  rule  of  tlie  Church  in  attempting  such  a  thing  as 
the  de])oaitiou  of  one  occupying  '  a  greater  throne.'  That  is 
to  say,  Antioch  had  no  jurisdiction  over  Alexandria.  Even 
if  it  had,  the  canons  of  the  Church  should  have  been  observed, 
by  their  citing  the  accused  to  upi>ear  beforu  them.  Such  waa 
Bt.  CjTil's  view  of  the  position. 

Accordingly,  on   Cyril's  proposition,  three  bisltops  were 
now  sent  to  John  of  Antioch  to  bummon  him  to  appear  before 
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the  Bjuod.  But  they  found  John  surrounded  with  soldiers. 
and  were  insulted  with  the  blasphemous  talk  of  his  retioae. 
On  the  return  of  tbe  episcopal  messengers,  Cyril  pro| 
that  the  synod  slioiiltl  at  once  proce-od  to  declare  the  Bentence 
of  the  Conciliabulum  null  and  void.  Bat  Juvenal,  Bishop  of 
Jerusalem,  interposed,  suggesting  that  John  should  he  cited 
again.  In  the  course  of  his  spoeoh  Juvenal  roundly  con- 
demned the  Patriarch  of  Autioch  for  not  hastening  to  Ap| 
before  the  holy  synod  to  defend  him»olf  before  it,  '  and  to 
obey  and  respect  the  Apostolic  throne  of  great  Itomo,  sitting 
with  us.'  The  rest  of  the  sentence  is  nntranslatablo  aa  it 
stands.'  It  appears  to  bring  in  also  *  the  Apostolic  throne  ofj 
Jerusalem.'  But  Juvenal  could  hardly  have  spoken  of  that 
OS  '  sitting  ui'r/i  us,'  for  it  was  himself.  Ho  proceeds,  accord- 
ing  to  the  text,  to  upeak  of  the  tlirone  of  Bome  as  being  thai 
see  '  by  which,  or  at  which,  above  all  it  is  the  custom  by 
apostolic  order  and  tradition  for  the  throne  of  Antioch  itsel 
to  be  directed  and  judged.'  It  has  been  thought  that  Javc 
may  have  alluded  to  his  uwu  see,  becauBC  he  was,  as  a  matter' 
of  fact,  at  that  time  endeavouring  to  wrest  some  of  her  fairest 
provinces  from  Antioch;  and  at  the  Latrocinium  shortly 
afterwards  he  did  take  his  seat  aa  above  Antioch,  and  sidod 
with  Eutychcs.  But  it  Is  impoasiblo  that  bo  should  have 
claimed  in  the  council  at  this  time  what  was  so  manifestly^ 
false,  and  what  was  actually  true  of  the  ApostoUc  throne  of 
Borne,  in  several  previous  cases,  such  aa  that  of  Paulinus  of 
Antioch.  Ue  obviously  insisted  on  the  ^ame  point  as  St.  €j 
did,  vis.  that  only  Borne  poeuetwed  jurisdiction  over  the  thn]^1 
of  Alexandria,  and  in  some  way  at  the  some  time  magnified 
the  greatness  of  his  own  see.  John  was  twice  more  cited, 
but  with  similar  and  even  worse  results,  the  bishope  being, 
ignominiously  treated,  John  saying  that  *  since  the  causes  of| 
the  court  are  transferred  to  the  Church,  he  was  transfei 
the  cause  uf  the  Church  to  the  court.' 

The  synod  thereupon  proceeded  on  the  following  day  to 
pronounce  all  that  John  of  Autioch  had  done  null  and  void, 
and  to  pasa  acnteuce  of  excommunication  against  him  and  his 
associates,  until  they  should  acknowledge  thoir  fault,  adding 
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(hat  *  unless  they  do  that  rjuickJy,  they  will  undergo  the  com- 
plete Beatence  of  the  canon.'  In  tliis  eession  tborc  is  no 
mention  of  Cyril  having  presided  aa  in  the  previous  ono, 
poSBitily  l>ecaaKe  in  the  t'ondemnaiion  of  John  of  Antioeh  Cyril 
was  Koing  beyond  hia  origiual  commiBHion,  and  therefore  the 
Papal  legates  act  alone,  their  commission  by  Celestine's  ex- 
press words  having  a  further  reach,  and  including  such  a  step 
as  the  deposition  of  the  Bishop  of  Antioeh,  although  by  the 
same  commission  they  were  empowered  to  act  as  they  did  in 
conjunction  with  Cj*ril  and  with  hia  advice.  The  synod,  thus 
composed  of  the  Papal  legatee  with  m  wide  a  commission  as 
Celestine  gave  them,  might  have  proceeded  to  depose  John  of 
Antioeh  as  he  had  pretended  to  depose  Cyril  and  Meranon. 
In  their  letter  to  St.  Celestine  they  expressly  say  they  might 
have  done  so,  but  they  stopped  short  of  this  and  '  reserved  it 
for  the  judgment  of  your  Uolinoss.* '  Being  a  matter  con- 
cerning one  of  the  'greater  thrones,'  they  left  the  severer 
sentence  for  the  Apostolic  throne  itaelf,  the  See  of  St.  Peter, 
whose  care  for  the  Faith  they  had  pronounced  in  the  begin- 
ning of  their  letter  to  he  worthy  of  all  admiration,  and  to 
which  they  said  they  had  written  a  report  a«  a  matter  of  dnty 
and  nec€iiity  (ixpfff  airai'Ta  ett  yvMutP  r^r  <T»;f  6<Ti6-n]Tot 
aPSPayOiivai  to.  vapaKo\ov0qaafTa  ypa(ftuftsv  livayKalaT). 

This  letter  of  the  synod  is  of  the  utmost  importance  as  a 
defence  of  Cyril  in  beginning  the  synod  without  John,  and  as 
giving  the  view  of  the  a'cumeuical  council  itself  as  to  its  own 
claim  to  be  such,  in  contrast  with  the  miserable  meetings  over 
which  the  Patriarch  of  Antioeh  presided.  It  says  that  thH 
cooncil  was  one  gathered  from  the  whole  world,  since  'it  con- 
tained your  Holiness'  representatives,  Arcadius,  Projectas 
&nd  Philip,  who  secured  to  us  the  grace  of  your  presence  by 
their  own,  and  supplied  the  place  of  the  Apostolic  See,' "  which 
ia  exactly  the  teaching  of  the  Catholic  Boman  Church  at  this 
boor.  They  also  speak  of  the  harm  that  would  come  to 
the  Church  '  if  the  ;treaU'r  fees  were  to  be  insulted  with  im- 
panity,  and  sentence  were  to  be  pronounced  upon  them  by 
ifaoee  who  have  no  jiiris<liction  over  them.'  As  we  have  seen, 
they  hold  thut  then,  including  as  they  did  the  representatives 

'  Uutti.  I.  It.  p.  1830.  •  Ihid.  p.  1338. 
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of  the  Holy  See,  hod  jurisdiction  over  one  of  the  *  greater 
thrones,'  although,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  they  reBer\'ed  the 
actual  exercise  for  Celeetine  himself.  They  farthor  speak  of 
Cyril  as  Imviiig  been  the  maiiiKtay  of  the  Faith,  and  conctoda] 
with  Baying  that  *  they  have  judged  that  all  that  haa 
decided  by  His  Holiness  concerning  the  Pelagians  and 
tiaiiH,  concerning  Pela^us  and  CeloHtius  and  Julian.  Jec.,* 
Bhould  »tand  firm,  and  that  they  accept  the  depositions  by 
the  Holy  See,  after  reading  the  lettera  which  His  Holiness 
had  sent  concerning  them. 

The  story,  interesting  ns  it  is,  o£  the  final  acceptance  of, 
the  dcpoaition  of  Nestoriua  by  John  of  Antioch,  does  nc 
belong  to  my  SDbject.     PaHsing  over  thia,  therefore,  I  shall 
conclude  with  one  or  two  points  that  are  of  importance. 

IV.  Celestine  before  his  death  wrote  one  of  bis 
touching  letters  to  the  bishopH  of  the  synod,'  after  their  dis- 
persion to  their  homes,  full,  as  all  his  letters  are,  of  bcantiful' 
applications  of  Holy  Scripture,  and  displaying  the  firmnesB  uf 
a  ruler  and  tenderness  of  a  father.  Ho  htrikes  the  note  of 
joy  in  the  opening  sentence ;  he  then  congratulates  them  on 
having  faithfully  carried  thitj  affair  into  execution  'with  lu;' 
liv  applicH  ki  himself  the  words  of  llie  Psalmist  (Psal.  xxiv.), 
'  The  innocent  and  the  upright  have  adliered  to  me,'  showing 
that  be  conceived  of  the  synod  as  the  synod  conceived  of 
iUelf,  as  the  executors  of  his  own  senteiice.  He  praises  bbeir 
choice  of  a  successor  to  Ncstorius,  and  congratulates  them  oo 
the  emperor'B  aBsent.  He  then  tells  them  that  tbey  mast  not 
stop  here,  they  must  ijiduce  the  emperor  to  roscind  his  decree 
about  Ncfitorius  being  allowed  to  go  to  Antioch.  He  mubt  be, 
removed  further.    '  BoUlude  alone  becomes  such  men.* 

•  We,'  says  the  Pope.  '  are  further  off  than  you  are,  but 
solicitude  we  see  the  whole  matter  closer.  The  care  of  tl 
blesBed  Apostle  Peter  has  the  eflfect  of  making  all  present ;  mt 
canot  excuse  ourselves  )>ufore  Qod  concerning  what  wc 
know.  .  .  .  We  ought  to  have  care  for  all  in  general,  but  it 
behoves  us  specially  to  afiBtst  the  Antiochenes,  who  are 
besieged  by  pestiferous  disease.' 

tiuch  is  the  care  which  he  evinces  for  them,  in  accordaooe 

■  Ej>.  C<L  ad  Sifn.  Uuch  IS,  x.b.  MS. 
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■with  the  title  accorded  to  him  by  the  eynod,  viz.  '  onr  most 
holy  Father,'  and  with  hiB  own  conception  of  his  relationship 
to  the  Princo  of  tho  Apostlos.  He  then  decides  what  shall  be 
done  with  respect  to  those  who  seemed  to  think  witli  NestoriuB. 
Although  the  synod  bad  passed  sentence  on  them,  '  still  we 
also  decide  what  seems  best.  Many  things  have  to  be  looked 
into  in  such  cuses,  which  the  Apostolic  See  has  ftlways  re- 
garded.' He  accordingly  orders  that  they  shall  be  dealt  with 
in  the  same  way  as  the  *  Celestians,'  and  desires  that  the  same 
method  of  treatment  shall  also  be  observed  in  regard  to  those 
who  have  imagined  that  ecclesiastical  cases  could  be  remove<l 
to  Christian  princes.  He  then  instructs  them  how  John  of 
Antioch  sliould  be  dealt  with  in  ease  of  his  correcting  himself. 
The  letter  is  that  of  no  usurper ;  no  spark  of  ambition 
appears  in  it.  It  is  that  of  a  God-fearing  man  providing  as 
father  for  the  wants  of  bis  children.  There  is  not  a  trace  of 
any  consciousness  that  ho  in  doing  anything  hut  fullUUng  the 
duties  of  ftn  office  recognised  by  all;  ami  that  office  is  the 
^government  of  the  universal  Church  entrusted  to  him  as  the 
iccesaor  of  Peter.  On  the  same  day  he  writes  to  the  emiieror 
letter  congratulating  him  on  bis  bettor  mind,  and  giving 
him  some  exiiutsite  exhortations  as  to  the  performance  of  his 
high  functions.  And  he  writes  also  to  the  clerg,v  and  people 
of  Constantinople,  praising  Cyril  ami  tb-awing  attention  to 
Nestoriufi'  sleepless  energy.  But  Rome  (he  adds)  is  not  behind- 
hand in  watchfulness,  '  The  blessed  Apostle  Peter  did  not 
desert  them  when  they  were  toiling  so  heavily,  for,  when  the 
separation  of  such  an  ulcer  [as  NestorinsJ  from  the  ecclesias- 
tical body  seemed  advisable  by  reason  of  the  putrid  decay 
which  became  sensible  to  all,  we  offered  soothing  fomentation 
together  with  the  steel.  It  was  not  by  the  swiftneBS  of  our 
Bcntcucu  that  he  became  to  us  as  a  publican  and  heathen  man. 
Wo  could  not  delay  longer  leat  we  should  seem  to  run  with  the 
thief,  and  to  take  our  portion  with  the  adulterer  against  faith.* 
He  treats  his  own  sentence  and  its  execution  by  the  council 
as  all  one. 

It  is  difficult  to  undei"8land  hnw  Bishop  Wordsworth  could 
call  St.  Cclestijie  a  '  calm  spectator  of  the  controvei-ay.'  It  is 
not  toss  difficult,  after  all  we  have  seen,  to  understand  how 
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Dr.  Salmon  couM  say  that  *  the  only  one  of  tho  great  con- 
trovereies  in  which  the  Pope  really  did  his  port  in  teaching 
Christians  what  to  bt'lieve  was  the  Eutychian  controveray.' ' 

Sixtus  succeeded  Colestinc,  and  touk  up  the  work  in  th( 
same  spirit.  In  tho  following  ycsar  he  wrote  to  Cyril,  pratsin^*^ 
him  for  hia  magnificent  conduct  and  directing  what  was  tr>  be 
done  about  the  followers  of  John  of  Antioch,  and  eventually 
wrote  a  motit  beautiful  letter  to  John  liiuiself  after  the  reeon* 
citiation  between  him  and  Cyril,  in  which  he  did  not  spare  tl 
patriarch  for  his  past  conduct,  although  he  acquitted  him  of 
any  heretical  teaching.  He  summed  np  the  whole  matter, 
sf-ying,  '  Yon  have  learned  hy  experience  what  it  is  to  thini 
Htth  If*.' 

V.  We  are  now  in  a  position  to  estimate  the  force  of 
remark  in  Dr.  Bright's  history  which,  aince  be  has  repeat 
it  in  his  latest  productions,  be  appears  to  consider  of  soi 
importance. 

A  case  had  ari&eu  in  the  Patriarchate  of  Antioch  which 
broQght  before  the  bishops  of  the  council,  and  which  they 
dealt  with  not  very  Batiefactorily.  It  was  not  one  of  the 
matters  for  which  they  were  assembled,  and  their  '  canon ' 
did  not  rank  with  their  decision  as  to  the  affair  of  Neetorius.' 
The  case  was  this. 

The  Cyprians  had  long  endeavoured  to  establish  for  them- 
selves an  autocephalous  position,  not,  indeed,  with  no  depend* 
wice  on  anyone,  for  thoy  would  anyhow  he  subject  in  some 
mutters  to  the  See  of  St.  Peter,  but  nntocepbalons  in  the  sense 
of  not  depending  on  any  neighbouring  province  for  theordina- 
tiiin  of  their  metropolitans-  In  pnint  of  fact,  numerous  pro- 
rinces  of  the  East  had  from  the  earliest  times '  been  subjeeted 
to  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch,  of  which  Cyprus  was  one.  It  had 
ntuained  so  until  ihe  Council  of  Nice,  and  its  subordinatiott 
to  Antioch  was  included  in  the  sixth  canon  of  the  counciL 
Turing  the  Kustatbiau  schism  at  Antioch  this  order  had 
lii^eu  disturbed  Ity  the  Arians,  and  on  the  t<>rmiuation  of  th« 
schism,  Innocent  I.  had  vTitten  *  to  the  Patriarch  of  Antioch, 

'  IftfalL  0/  tin  Church,  p.  «1I8,  Snd  tditiotu 

*  It  U  not  inclnd«d  lo  IhB  eotlKtion  of  Dionyiuu  Bsigaiu. 

■  Sic.  Can.  vL  •  Ttuux.  Ep,  x»Mt  c.  i. 
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saj-ing  that  tho  Cj*priiuts  ought  to  return  to  their  obedience  in 
accordanco  with  the  Nicenc  canons.  The  Cyprians,  however, 
managed  to  e\'ade  the  decision  of  the  Holy  See,  and  they  now 
succeeded  in  stealing  a  march  on  the  Bishop  of  Antioch  under 
cover  of  his  disgrace.  The  bishopa  at  Epliesus,  guarding  their 
decision  with  an  '  if,*  waiving,  that  is,  the  question  of  the 
truth  of  the  CyjtrianB'  repreaonUitions,  not  being  able  to  hear 
the  other  aide  from  John  uf  Antioch,  decreed  that  supposing 
the  Cyprians  to  be  correct  in  their  facts,  they  wore  not  to  he 
subjected  to  tlie  throne  of  Antioch.  They  had  not,  if  their 
statement  Vi&a  correct,  belonged  to  Antioch  in  the  old  timet! ; 
it  was  not  right,  therefore,  for  Antioch  to  claim  jurisiUction 
over  them  now.  The  decision  was  subsequently  reversed,  and 
the  CN-prians  eventually  agreed  to  submit  to  their  metropo- 
litans being  ordained  by  the  Bishop  of  Antioch.'  The  fact 
was,  as  Dr.  Neale  says,  '  that  the  claims  of  Antioch  in  this  in- 
stance were  well  founded.* '' 

In  this  uDfortunate  decision  the  bishops  appealed  to  tlie 
eanons  as  forbiddijig  any  biyliop  to  seize  upon,  or  occupy  by 
force,  another  provii]ce  which  was  not  previously  ujider  bis 
own  or  his  predecessor's  jurisdiction.  This  Canon  of  Ephesus, 
if  it  can  be  called  such  (for  it  was  rather  a  provision  for  the 
Cyi»rian  dispute  which  was  afterwards  rucalle*!),  is  one  of  tho 
armouries  from  which  Anglican  writers  derive  one  of  their 
most  curious  weapons  against  Kome.  They  apply  it  to  the 
action  of  Gregory  the  Great  in  sending  St.  Augustine  to  be 
over  the  British  bishops.  These  bishops  were  not,  so  they 
argne,  originally  under  Augustine.  They  could  not  therefore 
ty  right  be  suhjeotcd  to  him  by  the  Holy  See.  But  apart  from 
the  universal  supremacy  of  the  Apostolic  See,  there  is  the 

ation  whether  they  were  not  ahready  under  the  Bishop  of 


■  For  n  coniplel«  misrepreMnUitioii  of  this  whole  maUer  see  Puller's  Prim, 
SainU,  p.  isi.  Ooe  wotUd  tmogiiie,  from  ihii  writer's  siateinent  {'  the  CliRi'ch 
ot  Qjprofl  remjiinn  aulociiphalouii  to  this  dftjr ')  th^t  Cyprus  bad  never  rotanivd 
to  iu  positton  ot  d(>pend«nco  on  AttUoeh.  Mr.  Puller  seems  also  to  forget  tliat 
dw  '  Coanoi!  of  Ephesus  '  indaded  tho  Papsl  Icgittcs.  But  thia  dcaiaiaa  -wtta 
pnitMblj  wrivud  nt  after  tbeir  withdrawal,  and  »o  was  mcrrly  a  prorisiona! 
umuigeiiieDt  (peoding  farther  inquiry)  bjr  which  Ihey  succeeded  in  removing 
Ctptos  from  the  inflnenee  of  John. 

■  Hut.  0/  tit*  E.  Church,  p.  367. 
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Borne  as  Patriarch  of  the  West,  in  which  case  the  Ephesina, 
deoiaiou  aa  to  the  *  jus  Cyprium  '  would  not  apply.     Certain 
it  18  that  this  deciaion  wat>  never  applied  to  the  case  of  the 
Britieh   bishopii  until  tlio  Kixt«enth  centm'y.     No  one  ever, 
supposed  lUat  Gregory  th«  Great  had  not  the  right  to  defiuo 
the  relatioubhip   of  the  bishops  in  England  to   the  See  of 
Canterbury.     Agnin  and  a^ain  the  Church  of  England  has. 
referred  to  that  Fontiifs  action  in  this  matter  as  nnUiraJ  and^ 
proper,  and  even  in  the  hottest  dispute  between  Canterbury 
and  York,  whesi  Lan franc  at  the  Council  of  Windsor  pleaded, 
the  action  of  Gregory  the  Great,  it  did  not  occur  to  the  Arch- 
bishop of  York  to  call  in  c|uestion  that  PonliiT's  right,  or  to  use 
8uch  an  expression  as  Dr.  Bright  does  in  reference  to  it,  vis. 
that  of '  pretension.' 

But  the  Council  of  Kphesus,  in  decreeing,  at  a  time  of 
irritation  with  Anttoch,  that  it  would  not  be  well  to  disturb- 
the  imaginary  ancient  arrangement  with  regard  to  Cyprus, 
used  an  expreaeiou  which  Dr.  Briglit  thinks  was  aimed  at 
Borne.  He  makes  a  grcAt  deal  of  this  supposed  allusiou,  which 
iB  contained  in   tlio  mere  fact  that  they   used   I  he  worda 

*  worldly  pride.'  This  expression,  be  thinks,  mtist  contain  ft 
ooTc-rt  allusion  to  Rome ;  and  a  mere  allusion  of  such  a  kind 
occurring  in  au  utterance  of  an  cecumeuical  council  is  evidently 
lield  to  be  of  the  gi'eatest  importance  iu  indirating  the  mind 
of  the  Church  as  to  the  Holy  See.  It  is  alluded  to  in  his 
'History  of  the  Chmch '  (I860;,'  and  it  reappears,  after 
twenty- two  years,  at  great  length  in  his  *  Notes  on  the  Caoons 
of  tlio  first  fonr  General  Councils.*'  In  deciding  that  the 
Cyprians  should,  if  their  statement  of  the  case  was  correct, 
hare  the  advantage  of  the  Niceue  Canon  which  forbatle  the 
bishop  of  one  pro^onco  to  seize  by  force  upon  the  spiritual 
jnrifidiction  of  another,  the  bitthops  at  KphcHus  used  the  words 

*  secular  pride.'  Now  it  hap[}enx  that  the  words  '  pride  of  the 
world,'  with  another  epithet,  <x'cur  in  the  letter  addreBsed  a 
few  years  before  to  Celcstine.  purporting  to  be  ^om  a  council 
of  lUl  Africa,  in  which  the  applicants  'earnestly  entreat* 
('impendiodcprccBmnr')  the  Fope  not  to»md  any  more  legates 
to  execute  his  orders.    They  do  not,  as  has  been  pointed  oat^ 

•  P.  899,  oote  m.  >  Vf.  lia-tO-31  (ISttt). 
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above  (p.  801),  dream  of  asking  him  not  to  issue  his  orders  ; 
but  they  vvoukl  rather  not  have  them  executed  by  a  legate, 
after  their  bitter  experience  of  Faustinas.  They  complaiu 
that  the  presence  of  '  executores ' — i.e.  legates  to  execute  the 
Papal  orders— Itjadb  them  to  pomp  and  worldly  pride ;  ao  they 
entreat  the  Pope  to  send  them  no  more  legates  '  lest  tee  shotUd 
*fem  to  introduce  the  smoky  pride  of  the  world  into  tho  Church 
of  Christ  '—I.*',  lest  wo  Christians  in  Airica  should  belie  our 
calling  to  be  not  of  this  world. 

Seeing,  then,  that  this  same  word  '  pride '  occurs  in  the 
Ephesine  decree  about  Cyprus,  by  which  the  bishops  favonred 
the  Cyprians'  wish  to  withdraw  themselves  from  John  of 
Antioch,  Dr.  Bright's  imaguiation  carries  him  at  ouct  bai;k  to 
this  letter  of  the  African  S)Tiod.  He  thinks  that  the  Ruman 
legates  at  Kphesus  may  hare  been  absent  from  that  pai'tioular 
BeflBiou  which  dealt  with  the  Cyprian  case;  and  that,  they 
being  absent,  tlie  deacon,  named  Bcsulas,  who,  though  present, 
was  not  a  constituent  member  of  the  Ephesine  Synod,  the 
bearer  of  the  letter  fi-om  the  Bishop  of  Carthage  (which  Dr. 
Bright  seems  to  forget  spoke  of  the  '  authority '  of  the  Apo- 
stolic Sec)  managed  to  introduce  into  this  so-called  Canon  of 
EphoBUs  the  words  '  worldly  pride,'  j;i  allMton  to  that  aaitl 
letter  of  thr  Afriaiit  Vvuncil.' 

Dr.  Bright  hue  to  suppose,  first,  that  the  bishops  at  EphesuH 
bad  hoard  of  the  said  letter  of  the  African  Council,  a  most 
unlikely  supposition;  next,  that  Besulas,  a  deacon,  to  uee 
Dr.  Bright's  own  words,  '  represented  Africa  at  Epheaua; '  ^ 
next,  that  the  wording  of  the  canon  was  due  to  Busulas.  for 
which  there  is  not  an  iota  of  proof,  and  then,  that  ho  intro- 
duced this  clever  and  far-fetched  alhision  to  the  African  letter, 
the  legates  hni>pening  to  lie  absent,  for  if  they  were  present 
'  Besulas  would  hardly,  perliaps '  (he  is  not  quite  certain  even 
of  this)  '  have  quoted  bis  Church's  stringent  admonition  to 
their  principal ' — the  '  stringent  admonition  '  consisting,  as 
we  have  seen,  of  an  '  earnest  entreaty.'  And  if  he  did  not — 
that  is  to  say,  if  the  decree  of  the  bishops  of  Ephesus  only 

■  For  Ihfl  diltiooltics  iboat  IbU  totter  of.  p.  H03. 

*  jUriM  w-ftB  r«pr«B«Dted  through  CRpr«o1(ts'  letMr,  oooeptinft,  bj  anlklpalion 
tlu  joint  action  of  tbo  Holy  Sw  nnJ  tlio  Cuuncil ;  not  b;  Besulas. 
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referred  to  the  struggle  for  preee<lon(ie  notnally  going  on 
lietweeii  Awtioch  and  Cyprus,  and  bfltwecn  Juvenal  of  Jeru- 
salem and  the  Bishop  of  Antioch  (the  natural  and  sufficient 
explanation  of  the  term  '  pride'),  instead  of  to  a  matter  vith 
which  they  had  nothing  to  do — •  if  he  did  not,  the  coincidence 
is  among  the  most  remarkable  on  record  ' ! 

The  coincidence  consists  in  the  use  of  the  words  '  smoky 
pride  of  the  world  '  in  Africa  some  few  years  before,  and  of  the 
words  •  power  of  worldly  pride '  now,  in  reference  to  a  fierce 
struggle  for  precedence  going  on  before  their  eyes,  with  which 
Rotnu  had  nothing  to  do.  And  their  remote  allusion  to  a 
letter  from  A&ica,  which  expresses  a  fear  of  eecular  pomp, 
not  in  the  Bishop  of  Itome  (as  Dr.  Bright  seems  to  imagine), 
but  in  the  circumstances  of  legations  in  foreign  oomitries,  is, 
forsooth,  introduced  by  bishops  who,  as  we  have  seen,  were  at 
the  moment  on  the  most  friendly,  affectionate,  and  submiisBiTe 
terms  with  the  reigning  Pope,  having  just  before  spoken  of 
their  admiration  for  his  core  for  the  Chorch  and  for  the 
Faith. 

And  not  only  had  they  expressed  their  giatitude  to  the 
Pope  for  his  guardianship  of  the  faith,  but,  after  concluding 
the  afTair  of  Nestorius,  the  council  gave  its  hearty  adhesion  to 
all  that  had  ln;en  settled  by  the  Holy  See  in  regard  to  the 
Pelagian  heretics.  It  will  be  remembered  that  St.  Augustine 
had  claimed  this  settlement  as  sufficient  witlioul  the  apparatus 
of  a  general  council.  '  The  reucripls  have  come  from  Home  ; 
the  oase  is  at  an  end,'  was  bis  dictum  ;  and  the  rescripts 
contained  the  fullest  possible  assertion  of  the  necessity  of 
referring  matters  of  such  importance  to  the  Holy  See.  8t. 
Augustine  die<l  just  before  the  Council  of  Ephesus  met. 
Capreolus,  Hifthop  of  Carthage,  in  response  to  an  invitation  to 
tit.  Augustine  to  attend  the  council,  sent  the  letter  alluded  to 
above  by  the  hands  of  a  deacon,  named  Besulae,  in  which  he 
deprecated,  in  tlm  name  of  the  A&ican  Church,  any  fresh 
investigation  of  the  grievances  of  Pelagian  or  semi-PeUgoui 
heretics,  on  the  ground  that  their  matters  had  been  settled  by 
'  the  authority  of  the  Apostolic  See  and  the  consentient 
decision  of  the  hierarchy'  (of  Africa),  wliinh  had  demolished 
(trwij^tMTsv)  those  disturbers  of  the  Church.    Accordingly,  as 
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■we  gather  from  the  eynod's  report  of  its  procccJings  sent  to 
Ctilestine,  they  entered  upon  no  invostigation  of  those  matters. 
HJB  HoUneeB  did  not  wish  it^  and  the  A^ican  bishops,  speak- 
ing through  Cai>rt'olua,  were  anxicms  that  they  should  not 
reopen  the  question.  The  bishops  at  Ephcaus,  therefore, 
simply  accepted  the  decisions  of  the  Holy  See  en  bloc.  And 
it  was  Diider  these  circum stances  that  t'rofesaor  Bright  ima- 
gines the  hishopB  may  have  introduced  a  sly  bit  at  Home  by 
using  the  words  *  worldly  pride  * ! 


COKCLCSIOSS. 

To  sum  up.  The  follomnf;  conclusions  emaerge  from  the 
history  of  the  Council  of  Ephesus. 

1.  A  certain  hierarchical  order  obtained   at  that  time 
kmongst  the  greater  sees  of  the  Church.     This  order,  though 

eccltisiasticai  arrangement  as  regards  the  second  and  third 
ran  up  to  apostolic  times. 

2.  There  was  a  universal  conviction  on  the  port  of  the 
Easterns  that  the  Bishop  of  liome  held  a  unique  position  as 

joccopant  of  *  the  Apostolic  See.'  ' 

8.  He  ht'ld  this  position  as  successor  of  St.  Peter. 

4.  1'his  position  involved  tho  guardianship  of  the  faith  in 
la  special  sense,  and  a  superiority  of  jurisdiction  over  the 

•  greater  thrones.* 

5.  The  theory  of  independent  national  Churches  is  ex- 
clnded  by  antici|)ation.  The  nationality  of  Constantinople,  on 
the  one  hand,  and  of  Antioch  on  the  other,  did  not  free  them 
from  being  subject  to  intervention  on  the  part  of  the  Biwhop 
of  Borne  when  circumstauces  demanded  it ;  and  Alexandria, 

spite  of  its  differing  nationality,  held  itself  bound  in  duty 
report '  greater  caaes '  to  Kome. 

6.  An  cecumcnical  council,  which  included  the  Pope,  was 
infallible  ;  as  also  was  the  Pope  in  determining  the  question 
of  faiCh. 

These  are  some  of  the  rigorous  conclusions  to  be  drawn 
from  tho  history  of  the  Church  in  a.d.  431.  Each  one  of 
them  has  its  *  text  *  in  tho  Council  of  Epheaus. 

'  Cf.  Appendix  IV.  p.  479. 
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I.  Wb  have  seen  that  the  principles  which  were  forrauUted 
in  the  Vatican  decree  of  1870  were  al  Mork  in  the  early 
Church  from  the  firnt.  They  appear  iu  the  first  recorded 
exercise  of  her  teaching  power  outaide  the  inspired  pages  of 
Holy  likripture.  St.  Clement's  letter  to  the  Corinthians  was, 
according  to  the  late  Dr.  Lightfoot,  '  the  first  step  towards 
Papal  domination;'  to  a  Catholic  it  wau  the  first  recorded 
exeiciae  of  Papal  snpremacy  after  the  death  of  St.  Peter.  St. 
Clement  pronounced  judgment,  uniting  with  himtielf  the 
Church  of  Kome ;  exercising  his  prerogative  in  unison,  it  would 
seem,  with  a  council  of  whose  authority  he  was  the  informing 
principle;  for  it  was  for  ever  known  in  the  Chnrch  ob  bis 
letter.  He  claimed  for  his  judgment  the  Bubmission  of  Uiose 
to  whom  he  wrote,  as  to  the  voice  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  he 
denounced  the  sin  of  schism  as  the  worst  of  evils.  Ilia  letter 
was  successful  in  its  immediate  results,  and  ^^-as  read  for  soma 
time  in  Chriutian  churchci^  as  akin  to  Holy  Scriptm-e  itself. 

Wb  have  seen,  further,  that  at  the  Conncil  of  Nice,  whose 
dogmatic  decision  was  clothed  nith  the  rohe  of  divine  authority 
ill  the  eyes  of  orthodox  Chi'istendom,  the  three  Sees  of  Peter 
appear  in  command,  with  Kome  at  their  head.  The  canona 
commonly  called  Hardican,  and  regarded  as  of  equal  autfaon^ 
with  those  of  Kicica  iti^If  (if  not,  as  there  is  good  reason  for 
supposing,  the  very  canons  of  the  Nicene  Council  it«cIO 
recognised  in  the  See  of  St.  Peter  the  proper  eourt  of  Api>eal 
for  such  bishops  as  felt  that  justice  had  not  been  done  them 
in  other  courts.      They  ajipUed  and  regulated   an  fixiating 

'  When  tha  person's  luune  is  given  to  whom  Icrttan  of  St.  Leo  mn  tJAnmai 
Ibavenot  ftlwtj-t  Rtven  the  Damberof  the  letter,  whleb  di0«n  lo  diftemtt 
•ditioiu.    I  liftre  mjseU  llMd  tbe  BtllMini'B  »diUoa. 
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principle.  When  we  come  to  the  second  cecumenical  council, 
originally  an  Ea.^em  synod,  whieb  became  cecumenical  through 
the  acceptance  of  it«  dogmatic  decision  by  the  See  of  St. 
Peter,  a  new  state  of  things  was  making  itself  felt.  '  Now 
Kome  '  had  come  on  to  the  scene ;  aud  a  struggle  for  prece- 
dence had  commenced,  whtcli  was  debtitied  to  end  only  when 
'  the  scourge  of  God '  arose  and  brought  the  Byzantine  empire 
to  a  close.  The  sword  of  Islam  was  the  appointed  avenger 
of  the  pride  of  that  Q^een  of  cities  on  the  fair  shores  of  the 
Hoftphorus. 

liome  remained  the  Eternal  City.  Whilst  again  and  again 
the  Christian  faith  wu.s  all  but  wrecked  in  the  East,  each 
heresy  that  threatened  the  mystery  of  the  Incarnation  finding 
its  home  there,  the  See  of  St.  Peter  stood  firm  throughout. 

At  EphesuE  the  judgment  of  Fope  Celeutiue  imposed  itself 
upon  the  synod.  St.  Cyril,  the  Poijc'h  delegate,  was  tho 
Joshua  that  fought  the  battle  on  the  plain  betow,  whitfit  the 
Moses  of  the  Christian  Law,  having  deUvered  his  charge  to 
the  warrior-bishop,  sat  on  the  throne  of  Peter  with  hie  hands 
upheld  by  his  assisting  synod. 

But  if  this  is  true  of  Epbesus,  it  is  still  more  manifestly 
true  of  Chalcedon.  The  throne  of  Peter  was  occupied  by  one 
nf  those  majestic  figures  which  occasionally  doiuinalu  the 
history  of  a  whole  period.  Well  did  he  merit  his  name  of 
Leo;  and  truly  has  posterity  called  him  'great.'  St.  Leo 
saved  Chrislianity.  For  again  the  sum  and  substance  of 
Christianity  was  at  stoke ;  the   Person   of  its  Founder  was 

in  in  question  under  another  form,  and  St.  Leo  the  Great 
Iras  the  instrument  chosen  by  the  Diving  Founder  of  the 
Christian  Church  to\indieato  the  truth  of  His  Tncarimtion. 

The  Council  of  Chalcedon  was  the  climax  of  the  Clioruh's 
c-onciliar  utterances  in  the  Person  of  our  Itedeemer — the  last 
of  the  four  Gospels,  as  St.  Gregoi*y  called  tho  first  four  coun- 
cils by  way  of  similitude.  It  closed  a  complete  series  of  denials, 
each  one  of  which  was  absolutely  fatal  to  a  true  hold  on  the 
economy  of  redemption. 

But  i'l.)  it  also  led  to  a  fuller  knowledge  of  the  treasure  of 
Divine  Revelation.  The  question  all  through  the  struggle 
tamed  on  what  was  contained  in  the  original  deposit ;  and 
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th&  Church  at  large  learnt  more  of  the  contents  of  thatdei 
she  was  riulier  for  Ihe  struggle,  she  learnt  more  of  the  glot 
of  Uie  Divine  Majesty  and  of  Hie  infinite  condescenalon,  in 
whom  her  hopes  are  centred. 

(ii.)  But  the  (^hurub  also  learnt  more  of  the  meaning  of 
that  provision  for  unity,  and  of  thai  guardianship  of  the  faith, 
which  her  di\'ine  Head  had  instituted.  She  found  that  Peter, 
the  foundation  laid  by  llim,  'lives  and  exercises  judgment  in 
hie  succesaore,'  with  a  store  of  unfailing  wisdom,  the  folfilmeot 
of  the  divine  promise,  '  I  have  prayed  for  thee,  that  thy  ^th 
laH  not.'  His  iufuUihle  guidance  waft  equal  to  combining  an 
nnerring  hold  upon  the  apostolic  deposit,  with  fresh  definition 
to  meet  a  freah  denial.  The  memory  of  Leo  never  left  the 
Chureli.  He  said  no  more  than  otherfl  had  snid  before  him  ; 
he  nttered  no  new  truth  alwut  the  8oe  of  St.  Peter ;  not  a 
note  of  surprise,  as  at  any  novel  claim,  was  heard,  for  it  was 
(as  had  been  said  atKpheeus)  a  truth  'known  to  all  ages,  and 
doubtful  to  none,  that  the  blessed  Apostle  Peter,  the  Head 
and  Prince  of  Ajwatles,  received  from  the  Saviour  ol  the 
human  race  the  keys  of  the  kingdom ;  and  tliat  be  lives  and 
exercisee  judgment  in  his  successors.'  But  the  curcumst&nces 
under  which  Lc^o  had  to  act  ministered  to  a  fuller  apprehensioo 
of  that  truth.  It  was  in  the  counsels  of  Uivme  Providence 
that  the  whole  force  of  the  '  Petrine  Privilege '  should  be  felt 
on  a  large  scale,  and  under  the  pressure  ofunparalleled  needs ; 
BO  that  the  Church  might  for  ever  know  where  her  strength 
lay  and  never  suffer  her  locks  to  be  shorn. 

H.  But  to  proceed  to  the  actual  hi8t4)ry.  '  K  fooliah  old 
man/  as  Hi.  Leo  called  him,  erring  more  from  stupidity  than 
the  subtlety  that  misled  Nestorius,  was  the  cause  of  the 
storm  that  now  burst  u[)OU  the  Church — a  foolish  old  man, 
who  boasted  that  be  had  kept  his  tow  of  continency  in  the 
monaatic  life,  and  who  had  all  that  natiiral  iufiuenco  which 
is  invariably  exercised,  for  good  or  evil,  by  men  of  recogniwd 
austerity. 

£utyohe8  (sach  was  hia  name)  adopted  maoh  the  aam« 
melliod  of  argument  as  Nestorius.  As  Neetorius  accuaed 
St.  Cyril  of  Apollinarianism,  so  Eutyches  accused  his  oppo- 
nenta  of  Nestorianlsm.  And  aa  Nestorioa  endeavoured  to  gain 
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the  ear  of  Popo  St.  Gdestme  by  accusing  others  of  Apolli- 
nariaii  teachinfi,  so  Eutyches  eiiduavourcd  to  wui  Pope  St. 
hoc  to  his  side  bj  accuaing  others  of  Nostoiiani^m.  Eutyches 
took  his  stand  ii)  certoiu  expre^siuiis  of  Ht.  Cyril,  so  that  in 
the  ultimate  issue  St.  Cyril's  teaching  became  the  Held  of 
battle.  St.  Cyril  was  the  accepted  exponent  of  the  £uth 
a^^ainst  Xostorius ;  St.  Celestine  decided  in  his  favour,  and 
the  thinl  (nuraeniml  synod  adopted  St.  Celestine's  ruling. 
St.  CjtU's  exposition  wa«  now  quoted  by  Ealyches  in  favour 
of  a  new  heresy.  Bt.  Leo,  in  the  name  of  the  hicsfled  Apostle 
Peter,  promulgated  an  ex  eathedm  decision  called  his  '  Tome,' 
condemning  this  new  heresy,  and  the  fourth  cecumenieal 
synod  accepted  his  ruling.  In  this  case,  too,  the  '  members 
joined  themselves  to  the  holy  head,'  as  the  action  of  the 
bishoi>s  in  condemning  Ncstorius  was  described  at  tbe  Council 
of  Ephesus — aftft-r  what  struggles  and  calamities  we  shall 
now  proceed  to  sec. 

ni.  Eutyches  was  coudemned  in  a  synod  at  Constanti- 
nople, upon  imi>e«climent  by  Eusebius  of  Doryheum.  Flavian, 
bia  archbishop,  fsays  that,  after  much  fencing.  Eutyches  threw 
off  all  disguise,  and  said  that  *  we  ought  not  to  confess  that  our 
Lord  subsisted  in  two  natures  after  becoming  man,*  and  that 
•  the  Body  of  our  Lord,  although  born  of  the  Virgin,  who  is 
cou  substantial  with  as^  is  not  itself  consuhstantial  with  us/ 
In  this,  says  St.  Flavian,  '  Eutyches  ran  counter  to  all  the  ex- 
posiiions  of  the  holy  Fathers.'  The  synod  proceeded  to 
degrade  him  from  his  ecclesiastical  rank,  and  deprived  him 
of  the  siiiK!rintt*ndence  of  his  monastery,  but  they  did  not 
go  on  to  expressly  anathematise  his  teaching. 

W,  But  the  matter  did  not  rest  there.  It  was  not  enough 
that  Eutyches  had  l)een  condemned  by  his  archbishnp.  There 
was  no  idea  in  the  Church  at  large  of  the  archbii^hop's  jndg- 
inent,  even  though  pronounced  in  synod,  being  final.  There 
were  no  such  things  in  the  early  Church  as  independent 
provinces.  There  was  a  further  court  of  appeal,  recognised, 
as  we  shall  see,  on  all  sides  as  part  of  the  N'icene  settlement 
for  the  government  of  the  Church,  and  recognised  as  such  at 
NicKft,  or  Sardica,  or  both,  on  the  ground  of  the  connection 
of  one  see  with  the  prince  and  head  of  the  Ai>06tle8,  as  St. 
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Peter  was  acknowledged  to  be  in  the  Council  of  Epbesns. 
There  was,  in  the  miiuls  of  the  whole  Church,  an  '  Apostolic 
Bee'— apOHtolic,  not  in  the  eenae  in  which  every  Mshop  h  h 
successor  of  the  Apostlee,  bat  in  a  pre-eminent  degree — and 
to  that  Apostolic  See  the  case  was  now  parried. 

We  should  not  exiwct  to  find  Kutychea  exhibiting  the 
methods  of  a  sincere  inquirer.  He  ha^l  all  the  wilinesa  of  a 
heretic.  He  looked  round  about  at  once  for  help,  and,  pro- 
bably, wrote  letters  to  every  quarter  whence  help  might  come. 
Ho  knew  that  there  was  friction  between  his  own  saintly 
archbishop  and  the  Archbishop  of  Alexandria,  who  proved 
the  most  bitter  foe  to  the  truth  that  even  the  distracted  Eaai 
produced.  He  may  well  have  known  the  weakness  of  the 
Bishop  of  JeruBalem,  which  led  him  to  Kuch  nnfortmiAte 
conduct  in  the  immediate  future,  and  it  is  tberefore  exceed- 
ingly probable  that  he  proceeded  to  enlist  these  Inshops  in 
his  cause.  At  any  rate,  the  patrician  Florentius  afterwards 
deposed  that  Eutyches  had  ap}>ealed  to  an  Egyptian  and 
Jerusalemitc,  as  well  ae  to  a  Boman  council,  at  the  end  of 
the  above-mentioned  synod  at  Constantinople— bat  in  an 
undertone.  The  account  given  hy  the  monk  Constantine  may 
\m  passed  over,  as  he  was  convicted  of  untrn»tworthine«a  at  a 
second  synocl,  or  session.  If,  however,  Eutychcs  did  writ«  to 
these  otiior  bishops,  his  letters  are  not  extant ;  and  we  cam 
surmise  nothing  as  to  their  contents.  Dut  what  is  certain  is 
that  Eutychcs  wrote  to  Bomc,  and  sent  the  Pope,  together  with 
Eusehius'  accusation  and  some  tf^Rtinionies  (mostly  aappoAi- 
titious)  to  himself,  two  dooumenta,  one  a  profession  of  faitl 
ftud  the  other  a  notice  of  ap|>e&l  which  he  pretended  to  hai 
handed  in  at  the  Synod  of  Constantinople.  In  his  lett«r  be 
asked  the  Pope  to  arrange  that  he  might  suffer  no  pr<.*jiitlieo 
I>enduig  the  appeal,  on  account  of  his  coudemiialion  by  his 
urchbiKliop,  and  ho  asked  for  a  decision,  on  the  niatt«r  of 
faith.' 

At  the  same  time  he  wrote  to  St.  Peter  Clirysologns^f 
Bishop  nf  Ravenna,  soliciting  his  interest.    This  saintly  areh- 
hieliop  replied  that  he  could  not  intervene  in  such  a  matter 
without  the  leave  of  his  superior,  the  Bishop  of  Borne.    He 
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appears  uot  to  have  learnt  from  Eutychce  anytbing  about  the 
synod  at  Constantinople,  and  he  know  nothing  of  the  dogmatic 
epistle  of  St.  Leo-'  He  accordingly  advises  Katyches  what  to 
do.  We  are  indebted  to  an  imi»ortant  discovery  of  an  old 
copy  of  St.  Peter's  letter  in  Greek,  dated  between  a.d.  463 
and  A.D.  455,  and  therefore  strictly  contemporary,  for  the 
whole  text  of  the  saint's  words.  Ho  advises  Eutyches  '  to 
attend  ohedientiy  to  whatever  is  written  from  the  most  blessed 
Pope  of  the  city  of  iCome,  because  blessed  Peter,  who  both 
lives  ajid  presidpR  in  his  own  see,  gives  to  those  who  sock  it 
the  truth  of  the  faith/ 

£utycbe8,  in  his  letter  to  the  Pope,  had  told  a  falsehood. 
He  had  not  really  lodged  an  apiieal  to  Home  nt  the  synod. 
But  although  he  had  not  done  this,  his  fitatement  that,  he  had 
is  irrefragable  evidence  that  the  blahopB  of  the  Kast  held  that 
sacb  au  appeaJ,  if  ^iveu  in  at  the  right  time,  must  have  the 
effect  of  suspending  their  sentence.  This  was  the  point  of 
Eutychee'  statement,  viz.  to  stay  the  proceedings.  Ue  knew 
that  the  Pope  had  only  to  suppoee  that  an  appeal  ha<l  been 
lodged,  and  he  would  he  able  to  enforce  a  suspensiou  of  pro- 
ceedings. 

V.  Flavian  also  had  written  to  St.  Leo  immediately  aft«r 
the  synod,  sendinK  him  the  Acta.  He  notified,  indeed,  the 
oondenination  of  Kntyches  to  other  bishops,  but  he  sent  the 
Acts  of  the  BjTiod  to  St.  Leo  alone,  as  to  a  Buporior  court. 
His  letter,  however,  did  not  arrive  in  due  time,  whether 
owing,  as  ib  supposed,  to  the  manegomont  of  Eutyches  and 
his  fi'ionds,  it  is  impossible  to  aay. 

Accordingly,  St.  Leo,  on  receiving  Kutyches'  letter,  wroto 

at  once  to  the  emperor  and  to  Flavian,     The  letters  are  both 

fcof  the  highest  importance  as  showing  what  the  Pope  could 

'assnmc  as  admilleil  by  the  Emperor  of  the  East  and  the 

Archbishop  of  Constantinople. 

Tlie  emperor  hswl  taken  Eutyches  under  his  patronage, 
and  written  hi  his  favour  to  St.  Leo.  The  latter,  having  heard 
only  &om  the  emperor  and  Eutyches,  tells  the  emperor  that 
Jie  cannot  give  judgment  on  the  case  until  he  haa  heard 
.Vrchbishop    Flavian.      He    blames    Flavian    to    tho 
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emperor  for  not  having  eent  the  Acts  of  the  synod  to  Rome 
at  once,  '  as  he  was  in  duty  bound  to  do,'  The  Pojte  was  not 
aware  that  Flavian  had  dispatched  the  Acts,  bat  that  from 
aome  mishap  they  had  been  dolayed.  If  the  emperor  and 
Eut^chea  wf;re  in  concert —or  rather  Chrysapliiaa,  the  eunuch, 
who  had  poisoned  the  emperor's  ear  in  favour  of  the  hemtia 
— to  get  judgment  from  Rome  before  the  cause  was  propwly 
heard,  they  were  mueh  deceived  ui  their  eiitimate  of  Leo. 
For  the  latter  simply  told  the  emperor  that  he  was  displeased 
that  Flavian  had  not  written,  and  that  he  bad  written  to  say 
so.  and  ftlt  sure  that  after  this  '  admonition,'  Flavian  would 
send  a  report  of  all  the  proceedings,'  *  so  that  judgment  may 
be  passed  in  accordance  with  evangeUcal  and  apoatohoal 
teaching.' 

To  Flavian  the  Pope  writes  in  terms  of  centiurc,  for  not 
having  done  bis  duty  ('  quod  ante  facere  debiiit  *)  in  rejKtrting^ 
everythuig  '  as  fully  as  poasible.' 

It  is  impOBflible  not  lo  tvee  in  these  letters  plain  evident 
of  the  recognised  position  of  the  See  of  Rome  as  the  supremf 
court  of  appeal.  It  was  not  Valcntinian,  but  Tbeodoaius, 
whom  St.  Leo  wrote,  and  it  was  of  no  less  a  [leraonage  than 
the  Archbishop  of  Constantinople  that  he  complained  ;  andj 
bis  complaint  to  the  Emperor  of  the  East  was,  that  the  arch-< 
bishop  had  contravened  a  rule  of  the  Church  in  not  scndij 
his  report  to  Rornu.  Xo  mere  patriai-ch  could  thus  write 
an  emperor  concerning  &  bishop  beyond  the  limits  of 
own  patriarchate ;  and  no  one  in  his  senses  could  have  rcn* 
tured  to  write  thus  in  a  matter  which  he  felt  concerned  the 
salvation  of  the  human  race,  except  on  the  understanding  th&k 
the  rule  was  clear  and  undisputed. 

VI.  This  was  in  February,  a.d.  449.  SL  Leo,  though  he 
wrote  to  tho  emperor  and  to  Flavian,  deferred  his  answer  to 
Entyohea;  but  Eutychea,  without  waiting  for  the  Pope'sj 
reply,  imitated  Kesionus  in  inducing  the  emperor  to  Kunimoa 
a  council.  He  ijcrsuaded  Dioacurua,  Archbishop  of  Alexandria, 
who  was  prepared  to  act  as  his  patron,  to  petition  the 
emperor  for  a  general  synod,  and  his  Imi>erial  Majcwty  Ai«d 

'  <  Qscnt  cndiniu  pott  ■dmoiutiansm  umni*  ul  nmlnun  notttim  rtl»- 
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the  ensuiug  Au<;ust  fur  it^)  meeting.  Prob»l>Iy  Uie  emperor 
had  not  yet  received  the  Pope's  reply.  Certninly,  Flavian 
had  not  heard  of  the  definite  decision  of  the  emperor  to 
plunge  the  East  into  all  the  dLQicuUies  of  a  council  when  he 
wrolt*  his  answer  to  Leo.  That  answer  is  another  most  im- 
[lortant  item  in  the  evidence  supplied  by  the  history  of  the 
Council  of  Chalcedon  to  the  recognised  iwsition  of  the  Hee  of 
St.  Peter. 

VII.  Flavian  in  no  way  reaented  St.  Leo's  censure  of  hia 
fijlence.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  he  had  written  and  sent  the 
Act9  of  bis  synod,  but  they  had  miscarried,  or  been  delayed 
on  the  way.  The  archbishop  recognised  the  duty  which  lay 
npon  him  to  report  proceedmga  to  Rome,  tie  dc8eril)e3  the 
whole  situation,  narrates  the  deposition  of  Eutychee,  and 
Bays  that  the  latter  has  appealed  to  the  emperor,  thereby 
trampling  under  foot  the  canons  of  the  Church.  Further, 
Flavian  tells  Leo  that  what  Eutyches  had  uaserted,  unknown 
to  him,  in  bis  letter  to  the  Pope,  viz.  that  at  the  s^-nod  he 
gave  notice  of  appeal  to  Home,  is  untrue.  He  implies  that, 
had  it  been  true,  he  would  have  suspended  proceedings. 
Flavian  does  not  afford  in  this  important  letter  the  slightest 
indication  tliat  in  his  judf<ment  St.  Leo  was  stretching  bis 
prerogative  in  writing  to  him  an  ho  had  done.  On  the  con- 
trary, he  ends  by  invokuig  that  prerogative  iis  the  onlj*  means 
of  securing  the  pea^^e  of  the  Church.  He  aslis  the  Vo^  to 
b«  hold  with  the  boldness  that  becomes  the  priesthood,  to 
'  make  the  common  cause  hia  own,'  and  to  deign  to  Rive  hia 
decision  by  means  of  briefs  in  accordance  with  the  canonical 
deposition  of  Eutyehes  at  the  ('onstautinopolitan  Synod.  He 
Aftks  the  Pope  thereby  to  *  confirm  '  (using  not  the  usual  word, 
but  that  which  occurs  iu  our  Lord's  command  to  Ht.  Peter 
in  St.  Luke  xxii. ')  the  faith  of  the  emptrror;  and  he  says 
that  '  the  matter  only  needs  your  impulse  and  the  help  that 
is  due  from  you  through  your  own  consent,  to  bring  every- 
thing into  peace  and  calm ;  and  so  the  heresy  which  lias 
arisen,  and  the  trouble  that  })as  ensued,  will  be  brought  to  a 
happy  conclusion,  with  the  help  of  God,  through  your  holy 
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briefs ;  and  moreover  the  synod,  about  vbich  there  are 
rumourB,  will  be  prevented  from  taking  place,  and  bo  the 
Churches  m  every  cjuarter  will  not  be  troubled.* ' 

Flavian,  therefore,  profoundly  distrusted  the  value  of  the 
rumoured  synod,  and  looked  to  the  timely  exercise  of  the 
Papal  prerogative  as  sufficient  to  secure  the  peace  of  the 
Church. 

And  in  expressing  this  conviction  he  bears  witness  to  the 
fact  tliat  an  equal  reverence  was  attributed  to  the  authority 
of  the  Apostolical  Sec  by  the  rest  of  the  bishops  in  the  Kasi.' 
Otherwise  there  would  be  no  point  in  his  remark,  and  no 
ground  for  his  hope. 

The  principle,  therefore,  of  Cliurch  government  which  the 
Archbishop  of  Constantinople  assumed  as  CuthuUo  was  this — 
he  did  not  consider  that  matters  should  necessarily  be  oon- 
cluded  where  they  began.  There  was,  as  yet,  no  thought  of 
the  independence  of  national  Churches,  nor  of  each  pro\iuce 
finally  settling  its  own  matters.  His  connection  wiUi  Borne 
was  intimate  and  obligatory ;  and  it  is  clear  that  it  did  not 
depend  on  the  civil  position  of  that  city.  He  wrote  to  Leo, 
as  to  him  to  whom  it  belonged  to  '  vindicate  the  common 
affairs  of  the  Cluirches  ;  '  he  prayed  him  to  issue  briefs  which 
might  settle  the  disturbances  of  the  Eastern  Churches,  and 
be  alluded  to  the  pasBage  in  St.  Luke  xxii.,  '  ConSrm  the 
brethren.*  St.  Leo  had  requested  him  not  merely  to  notify 
the  deposition  of  Eutyches,  as  be  would  do  to  other  Churches, 
but  to  send  him  the  Acts — precisely  what  is  done  for  the 
revision  of  a  sentence  by  a  suiHrior  court.  And  Flavian 
accepts  the  position  to  enable  St.  Leo  to  do  his  duty,  which 
St.  Leo  liad  said  waa  impossible  without  a  full  report  of  the 
proceedings."  He  states  distinctly  that  not  only  waa  there 
no  need  of  the  judgment  of  any  other  Kastern  patriarch,  but 
that  not  even  a  general  council  was  needed  ;  and  Flavian 
knew  well  what  thr-  othur  Eastern  bishope  thought.' 

This  was  in  March,  a.d.  44U.  In  April  Eutyches  occnpied 
himself  with  getting  an  assembly  of  thirty-fonr  bishops  con- 
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vt'ned  in  Constantinople  to  discuss  an  accusation  which  ho 
haJ  hroufiht  against  the  synod  that  condemned  him  of  having 
faUified  the  dooumt'nts— an  accusation  which  miserahly  broke 
down. 

Vlll.  But  in  Ma?  Leo  had  received  Flavian's  report,  and  ho 
at  once  took  in  the  whole  position.     The  lion  was  roused,  and 
from  that  day  onwards  his  activity,  his  decision,  his  wisdom, 
his  piety,  his  tender  charity  and.hia  indomitable  courage  were 
such  as  to  mark  him  out  as  one  of  the  most  extraordinary 
characters  that  have  filkd  the  jwiges  of  history,  even  were 
we  to  forget  the  effect  of  his  nobl^  presence  on  Attila,  )oatlt>r 
of  the  nuns  outside  the  walls  of  Rome,  or  his  influence  over 
Genseric  witliin  the  nity.     He  had  already  given  the  deatb- 
hlow  to  the  remnants  of  Priscillianiflm ;  he  had  hafHed  tho 
clandestine  movements  of  the  Manicbeans,  and  ho  had  sent 
Pclagianism  to  its  grave.      But  hero  was   an  enemy  that 
threatened  to  shake  the  foundations  of  tho  Christian  religion 
by  a  direct  assaalt  on  the  person  of  its  Founder.     All  that 
activity,  and  ingenuity,  and  worldly  prestige,  nil  that  the  favour 
of  princes  and  tho  friendship  of  the  great  could  do,  was  en- 
listed in  its  favour.     But  Rt.  Leo  was  more  than  a  match  for 
these.     He  was  so  in  virtue  of  the  divine  promises  to  Peter, 
for  we  shall  see  that  it  was  as  the  successor  of  St.  Peter,  and 
through   the   Church' b   recognition  of    the    authority   of    the 
Ajostohc  See,  that  Leo  triumphed.     Had  he  been  comi>clled 
to  vindicate  the  authority  of  Ht.  Peter's  See — that  is  to  say,  if 
m£U  bod  been  able  to  resist  him  on  the  ground  that  our 
Lord  did  not  include  the  successors  of  St.  Peter  in  His  com- 
mission to  that  Apostle — the  position  would  have  been    an 
hnpossible  one.     But  the  faith  of  the  Church  had  been  de- 
flared  In  the  most  explicit  tonus  at  tho  Council  of  Ephesus. 
Kast  and  West  ha<i  there  ajTreed  in  the  position  that  *  it  had 
been  known  to  all  ages,  and  was  doitbted  by  none,  that  the 
blessed   Apostle   Peter,   Prince   and  Head   of  the  Aposllea, 
received  the  keys  of  the  kingdom  from  the  Saviour  of  tho 
world,*  and  that  Pet.r  'lives  and  exercises  judgment  in  hia 
successors.'     8uch  were  the  undisputed  terms  in  which  the 
Papal  legates  at  Ephesus  had  c7!prest>ed  the  general  teacliing 
of  the  Church,  which  by  common  consent  had  been  placed 
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in  the  archives  of  that  (rcumenical  council,  as  containing 
nothing  strange  to  the  ears  of  the  assembled  bishops  of  ths. 
East. 

It  was,  then,  as  the  aucceasor  of  the  Prince  of  the  ApOBtlc^' 
that  St.  Leo  now  vxlud,  and  Umt  he  cltumed  to  act ;  and  no 
voice  in  the  Sast  was  raised  to  deny  this  truth,  save,  tn- 
directlj,  one,  and  that  was  the  Toice  of  the  man  vho  became 
the  jmtron  of  Eutyches,  and  who  was  extruded  from  the 
Cliiirch  at  her  (FcumenicaJ  council  at  Chaloe<loD. 

IX.  The  ides  of  June  had  come,  and  Leo  having  btxtn 
already  engaged  on  his  longer  epistle  to  Flavian,  saw  the 
necessity  of  taking  more  stringent  measures  to  meet  the  diffi- 
culties in  which  Flavian  was  placed.  Ue  decided  u|>on  send- 
ing legates  to  Cont^tantinople  to  inquire  into  the  whole  matter^ 
and  iniitead  of  sending  his  letter  by  Flavian's  measE-nger,  be 
f>eiit  it  by  thej^e  legates,  together  with  others,  addressed  to 
ThoodoBius,  to  rulcheria,  to  the  Archimandrites  of  Constanti- 
nople, to  the  synod,  of  which  he  had  now  roceived  notice,  und 
in  which  he  aci|uieflccd,'  and  to  Julian,  Bishop  of  Cos,  of  whom 
more  hereafter. 

The  '  Tome  of  St.  Leo,'  as  the  epistle  now  sent  to  Flavian 
h  called,  stands  almost  alone,  after  lloly  S<'Ti[)ture,  in  the 
reverence  with  which  it  was  regarded  for  ages  by  the  entire 
Church.  Its  reception  was  eijualled  ouly  by  the  ]>oaitioD 
asbigned  in  the  primitive  Church  to  the  letter  of  St.  Clement, 
the  tliird  successor  of  St.  Peter,  written  to  the  Corinthians  in 
the  first  century.  It  wa»  frequently  read  in  the  East  after  a 
general  council  in  profcssionH  of  faith.  KL  Gregory  the  Great 
savR  (Lib.  \\.  Ep.  2) :  *  If  anyone  ever  presumes  to  say  any- 
thing against  the  faith  of  these  four  synods,  and  against  the 
Tome  and  definition  of  Pope  Leo,  of  holy  memory,  let  him  be 
anaihcma.' 

It  opens  with  judgingEutyches  at  once,  and  then  prcx^eds 
to  that  magnificent  exposition  of  the  '  sacrament  of  our  faith,* 
whicl)  on  its  first  jK-ruKat  in  youth  lia8  impressed  so  many 
much  as  the  first  sight  of  the  sea. 

X.  It  is,  however,  with  the  ending  of  St.  Leo's  Tome  that 

'  This  vw  oWrlj  tlie  eu«,  in  sptle  ot  tlis  app&reot  conlrwliolaaa  ipyaa  tA 
the  Bobber  B]rnod,  wliioh  will  Im  uiplftiood  henaftrr. 
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Ihe  purpose  of  this  book  is  concerned.  Tlie  Archbishop  Flavinn 
(be  it  remembered),  to  whom  the  Tonte  is  addressed,  had  come 
before  Leo  as  the  judge  of  first  instance,  having  aj-nodically 
condemned  a  monk  of  his  own  archdiocese.  Ho  l)roughl  liiia 
before  Leo  in  his  letter  as  already  condemned  in  the  Con- 
stantiuupoUlau  Synod,  to  be  condemned  more  solemnly  and 
by  a  final  peremptory  judgment  passed  by  the  Apostolic  See. 
For  he  did  not  merely  notify  the  deposition  of  Eutychcs,  but 
BBked  for  help,  and  asserted  that  pface  could  only  be  obtained 
by  Leo's  approval  of  the  Synod  of  CouHtaiiLinoplt  (whose  Acts 
he  9ent)  and  by  his  iBBuing  a  brief  to  that  effect.  Accordingly 
at  the  end  of  his  Tome  St.  Leo  gave  his  judgment. 

Without  referring  the  matter  to  a  council  of  the  whole 
West,  be  reviews  the  synodical  acts,  and  in  part  contirma,  in 
I>art  disapproves,  of  the  judgment  of  the  Conatantinopolitan 
BifTiod.  He  confirrafi  the  condemnation  of  Eutyches;  but  he 
reprehends  the  acts  of  the  synod  as  irregularly  conducted. 
He  blames  the  bishops  for  not  having  proscribed  under 
anathema  the  horotieal  saying  of  Eutyi-hcs,  '  I  confess  that 
our  Lord  consisted  of  two  nntttres  before  the  union,  but  I 
confees  only  one  nature  after  the  union.'  And  then  he  directs 
that  Eutyches  should  be  received  back  again  if  he  repents, 
and  gives  the  exact  method  of  Kuch  reception.  The  miLtter, 
therefore,  needed  to  be  done  more  exactly  and  canonically 
thau  in  the  Synod  of  Constantinople.  Eutyches  might  have 
thought  that  he  ha<l  spoken  some  of  these  words  '  rightly,'  or 
that  they  were  such  as  could  be  tolerated  ('  tolerahiliter  ')*  bo 
far  as  any  oxpreftsion  of  the  synod  to  the  contrary  was  con* 
cemcd.  *In  order,  however.'  the  Pope  concludes,  'to  bring 
this  whole  matter  to  the  desired  end,  we  have  sent,  in  our 
stead,  our  brethren  the  Bishop  Julius  and  the  priest  Benatus, 
with  my  sou,  the  dencon  Hilarus,  with  whom  we  have  associated 
the  notary  Dulcitius,  whose  faith  has  been  approved  by  us, 
truBting  that  the  help  of  God  will  be  with  us,  that  he  who  had 
erred  may  abjure  his  false  opinion  and  be  saveci.  God  keep 
the«  safe,  dearest  brother.' 

Such  was  the  exercise  of  Papal  jurisdiction  contained  in 
lliis  letter,  one  of  the  most  celebrated  documents  of  Christian 
antiquity. 
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It  may  be  noted  in  paHsiiig  that  St.  Leo  here  calls 
the  priest  Benatus  liis  brother ;  but  tin's  letter  is  sntlicient 
to  show  what  the  whole  CatlioUc  Church  ihoaght  of  the  rela- 
tion  of  the  ApostoHc  See  to  the  rest  of  the  episcopatt'.  Uei 
is  a  palpable  exercise  of  imtliurity,  such  an  only  ht^lougs  to  tt 
judge  of  a  suiweme  court.  None  of  the  other  patriarohB  are 
taken  Into  account ;  8t.  Leo  speaks  in  full  authority,  and  that 
lu'  was  not  usurping  an  authority  which  was  disallowed  by 
others  is  certain  from  the  fact  that  the  Council  of  Chalcedon 
and  the  whole  Cathohc  Church  accepted  the  Tomo  us  a  solemn 
judgment  within  the  coiupot-ency  ol  the  Pope's  authority, 
Tims,  not  only  did  Entyches  pretend  that  be  had  apiwalcd  to 
the  Pope,  when  it  suited  his  purpose,  on  the  under siaj id in^ 
that  his  appeal  would  be  sure  to  susitcnd  the  sentence  of  the 
Eastern  bishoiw  against  him ;  not  only  did  Flarian  send  tho 
synodical  Acts  to  be  reviewed  by  the  Po}}e  as  judge  in  Ihaj 
matter ;  not  only  did  Leo  act  as  judge  and  decide  the  case  sol 
far  as  could  be  done  at  a  distance,  and  Bcnd  legates  to  do  the 
rest  in  his  stead — but  an  (pcumenical  syiiod,  and  the  univ< 
Church  for  ever  after,  accepted  ae  on  a  ]>ar  with  the  definitiangj 
of  NicKa  and  Ephesus  the  Tome  which  contained  this  exei 
of  authority,  against  which  not  a  protest,  not  a  murmur,  not 
a  whisiter  was  ever  raised.' 

It  is  as  idle  to  call  the  teaching  involved  in  this  exercise  of 
authority  that  of  a  '  school  of  thought,'  as  it  would  be  to  call 
tho  Catholic  doctrine  concerning  tho  single  jiersonaUty  of  uur 
Lord  a  '  school  of  thought  *  simply  becaaee  a  certain  jiumln-r 
of  bishops  held  aloof  from  St.  Cyril  iu  his  contest  with 
Xestorius.  It  was  the  school  of  thought  that  held  its  own  at 
Ephesus,  as  being  the  only  teaching  of  antii|mty  '  known  to 
all  ages : '  and  it  prevailed  in  the  future  of  the  Church— in 
Otlier  words,  it  was  the  teaching,  not  of  a  school,  but  of  tho 
Church.  St,  Leo's  Tome  never  could  have  been  accepted  by 
the  Church  onlesa  the  position  of  judge  which  be  assumed 
therein  was  in  accordance  with  apostoUc  doctrine. 

XI.  Together  with  his  '  Tome '  or  Epistle  t«  Flavian,  Leo 
sent  a  letter  to  the  Kmperor  Theodostus,  which  is  of  import- 
fuiue  as  showing  the  grounds  on  which  he  acquiesced  iu  tho 
'  CL  '  Observ.  BaUer.  da  Kutfcb.  Appcll.,'  Lmnu  Opam,  L  H. 
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(xmTOcation  of  a  geueral  couBcn.  He  says  that  Eutyclice 
haa  been  proved  to  have  orred^tbero  is  iio  question,  accord- 
ing to  St.  Leo,  about  that ;  but  since  the  emperor  h&a  settled 
npon  a  council  at  Ephesus  '  that  the  truth  may  be  made 
known  to  the  uuBkilfuI  old  man,'  he,  the  Pope,  sends  legates 
to  supply  his  place.  '  The  legates,*  eays  St.  Leo,  •  are  com- 
misBioned  to  carry  with  thorn  a  disposition  to  juBtics  and 
benignity,  go  that,  Biiice  therr  ran  be  no  question  a*  to  what  i$ 
the  inteffrity  of  the  Chri»tifin  Juith,  the  depravity  of  error  may 
bo  condemned.'  If  Eutyohes  repents— which  the  kind  heart 
of  the  Pojje  always  contemplates—  the  benevolence  of  the 
priesthood  (bishops  io  the  Greek  voiaion)  ia  to  come  to  hia 
aid.  EutychoB,  nays  St.  Leo,  had  promiHeJ  him,  in  his 
original  petition,  that  he  would  correct  whatever  the  Pope 
condemned. 

The  idea  of  tho  council,  then,  was  that  it  was  a  fitting 
machinery  to  impress  on  EutychL-a  tho  importance  of  obeying 
the  Papal  decision,  and  to  deal  witti  him  properly  if  he  asked 
pardon.  It  was  iu  this  tliut  the  CcnstantinopoUtan  synod 
had  come  short  of  perfect  justice  and  charity. 

XII.  Bat  St.  Leo  continues  with  the  following  descrip- 
tions of  the  position  occnpied  by  the  decisions  contained  in  his 
Tome  or  lettur  to  Flavian.  He  says  to  the  emperor,  'But 
what  things  the  Catholio  Church  universally  beheves  and 
teaches  concerning  tho  sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Incarnation 
arc  more  fully  contained  in  the  writings  which  I  have  sent  to 
my  brother  and  fellow-bishop  Flavian.' ' 

At  the  same  time  the  Pope  wrote  to  the  saintly  sister  of 
the  emperor,  who  had  brought  him  up  in  his  tender  years 
under  all  the  best  induences  of  the  Christian  faith.  It  was 
not  her  fault,  if  her  imperial  brother  now  sided  with  heretics ; 
and  it  was  to  be  her  lot  to  assist  the  sainlly  Pope  in  the 
Church's  struggle  with  the  new  heresy.  To  her^tlie  Empress 
Pulchcria — 8t,  Leo  described  the  error  of  Kutyches  as  '  con- 
trary to  our  only  hope  and  that  of  our  fathers,*  and  toM 
her  that,  if  he  persists  in  his  error,  he  cannot  be  absolved. 
'For,'  he  addn,  tlie  '  ApOHtolic  See  '  both  acts  with  severity  in 

*  llu»i.t.r.p.  nn. 

*  liiternllj,  '  Tbe  nKfderelion  ot  llio  ApoBtoUc  See  obaeivea  ttiU  diBOipUiw 
th&t  it  botb,'  4to.    Maiisj,  I.  v.  p.  139t». 
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the  case  of  the  obdurate,  and  wishes  to  pardon  those  who  suffer 
themHelves  to  lie  corrected.*  It  ia  oUvious  to  remark  tliat  he 
considers  the  absointion  of  Katyches  to  rest  with  the  ApostoU 
See.  Ho  ha[H!s  thut  Pulcheria  will  do  her  best  to  help  on  the 
Catholic  faith,  and  nays  that  ho  has  delegated  his  aatbority 
to  tliose  whom  he  has  sent,  tliat  pardon  may  be  bestowed  if 
the  error  is  done  away. 

It  ia  here,  as  elsewhere,  the  Apostolic  See  thai  is  assamed 
to  bo  the  agent  in  the  matter,  and  the  council  is  to  be  con- 
cerned not  with  any  qucstton  aa  to  the  true  futh,  but  with 
moving  Entyches  to  repentance  by  the  display  of  unanimity 
amongst  the  bishops. 

Still  more  important,  if  possible,  arc  the  terms  of  the 
letter  whieh  he  sent  to  the  Archimandrites  of  Constantinople. 
They  are  his  '  beloved  children.'  He  is  sending  to  ibi 
persona  '  a  latere '  ix>  assist  them  in  *  the  defence  of  the  truth 
not  for  the  investigation  of  the  faith.  He  sets  his  eeal 
their  condemnation  of  Eutyches.  If  he  repents  and  maki 
full  satisfaction — which  ia  the  constanily  recurring  thought  i 
Leo's  mind — then  •  we  wish  him  to  obtain  mercy.'  But 
to  the  sacrament  of  the  great  love  of  God  {piftath  ma^na) 
in  which  we  have  justification  and  redemption  by  the  Incar- 
nation of  the  Word  of  God,  our  teaching  from  the  tradition 
of  the  Fathers '  is  safficiently  explained  in  letters  to  Fhivian, 
so  that  you  may  know  from  your  chief  {per  iii$inuationfm 
Prtesnht  vestrt)  what  in  accordance  with  the  Qospol  of  cor 
Lord  Jeeus  Christ  we  u>Uh  to  be  establUheit  in  the  btarts  of  alt 
the  faithful:' 

Xni.  Still  more  definite  are  the  worda  of  the  Pope  to  Uia 
synod  itself,  which  was  to  meet  in  August.  He  givee  m  the 
gn>und  of  its  being  convoked  the  emperor's  wish  to  add  the 
authority  of  the  Apostolic  See  to  his  edict,*  as  though  His 
Majesty  desired  '  that  the  moaning  of  the  answer  given  by 
the  Prince  qf  die  Apostie$  to  our  Lord's  question  should 
he  declared  by  the  awst  bleued  Pet^  himgelft  i.e.  through  his 
own  see.    The  object  of  the  council  is  further  defined  to  be 

<  Muui.  L  V  p.  140ft. 

'  '  Nostra  »  Patnuu  IrftdiUoae  •eolsntift.*  *  ll«nsi,  I.  ▼.  p.  1407. 

*  '  Ad  hanotv  diBpaaitianis  efleotan  '— '  dUpoutio  '  b«Eiif:  ■  Unn  m  dm  fot 
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that '  all  error  may  be  done  away  with  by  a  fuller  judgment ' 
(' pleniorejudieio')— exactly  the  idea  of  a  council  which  has 
been  given  above.'  The  couucil  was  as  it  were  the  fuller  and 
more  emplmtir  utterance  of  the  Papal  judgment.  Us  action  was 
to  consist  in  adherinf;  to  the  judgment  of  the  Apostohc  See — 
in,  as  it  were,  prolonging  its  utterance,  and  applying  it 
materially  and  visibly  to  tlie  jjoraon  in  hand.  It  was  not  a 
liighcr  judgment,  not  the  confii'mation  of  a  superior  autho- 
rity, but  the  Stiutence  of  the  Pope  Hwelling  out  and  com* 
pletcd  by  its  eyuodical  proclamation,  as  the  Bufferings  of 
Christ  are  completed  by  those  of  His  followers.  His  legates 
were  to  provide  over  its  actual  utterance ;  they  were  to  de- 
termine '  with  the  holy  assembly  of  the  episcopal  brother- 
hood '  what  things  will  be  pleasing  to  the  Lord,'  The  Pope 
then  goes  on  to  give  a  sketch  of  what  Eutychea  should  do, 
and  repeats  what  he  had  already  said  to  Flavian,  viz,  that 
Eutyches  had  promised  to  obey  the  Holy  See  in  the  docu- 
ment ('  libeHus  ')  which  he  had  originally  transmitted.' 

One  other  letter  he  writes  on  the  same  day  to  Julian, 
Bishop  of  Cos,  in  the  course  of  which  he  says  he  has  scut 
letters  to  Flavian  '  from  which  both  your  beloved  self  and  the 
lehoU  Church  may  know  about  the  ancient  and  only  faith,  what 
we  hold  and  preach  as  of  divine  tradition.' 

No  sooner  had  the  legates  set  out  with  this  batch  of  letters 
than  Flavian's  original  letter  (written  immediately  after  the 
Constantinopolitan  Synod)  arrived,  containing  another  copy  of 
the  Acts  of  the  synod  which  he  had  spoataneously  sent  to 
Home,  and  which  had  been  niyKtci  inimly  delayed.  Leo  at 
once  wrote  to  him  brietly,  saying  that  the  synod  was  not 
really  needed.  And  he  took  the  opi>ortunity  of  writing  once 
more  to  the  emiieror,  excusing  himself  from  attendance  at 
the  syTiod  on  three  grounds  ;  tirst,  because  there  was  no  pre- 
cedent for  a  Pope  attending  such  a  council  (except,  of  course, 
by  hie  legate);  secondly,  if  there  were,  temporal  necessities 
nt  homo  were  in  the  way  (the  barbarians  were  wellnigh  at 
the  door) ;  and  thirdly,  because  the  case  was  so  clear  that 
there  was  no  real  need  ('  rationabilius  abstinendum  ').  StUl 
he  says  he  sends  legates. 


P.  830. 


*  Miuis{.t.  T.p.  lill. 
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CHAPTER  XXn. 

TDB  OOUHCII.  AT   EPHESUS.  CALLED  THB    LITTIOCIKIUV,  OR    BOBBBH 
8TNOD LKADINa   TO   THE   OOUNCtL  OF   CHALCKI>ON. 

I.  On  August  8,  a.d.  440,  the  tU-fated  council  met.  It  had 
been  convciiod  at  tlie  oxprcBR  desiro  of  Dioseorua,  Patriarch 
of  Alexandria,  a  man  of  immoral  lifu  and  violent  tomper, 
animated  with  fttriuus  hatred  against  Flavian  and  a  deter- 
mination to  protect  Eiitychcs.  The  Emperor  Thcodosius 
Beems  to  have  bei.'n  completely  in  the  bands  of  his  euaueh 
Chrysaphius,  the  Mend  of  Eutyches,  and  to  have  been 
perfectly  indifferent  to  canons  and  laws  of  the  Church.  He 
repeated  the  experiment  which  he  had  made  in  the  affair  of 
Nestorius,  of  appointing  the  president  of  the  Bynotl,  but  this 
lime  with  success.  He  appointed  Dioseorua  president  in 
dufjance  of  the  laws  of  the  Church,  and  he  forhatlf  Tlieodoret, 
Uishop  of  Cyrus,  to  attend  the  synod,  on  the  ground  that  he 
had  written  against  Cyril,  but  really  becansc  he  was  oppoicd 
to  Bioscorus  and  Eutyches.  Further,  ho  commanded  the 
attcindanee  of  Elpidius  with  a  band  of  soldiers,  with  the  view 
of  forcing  on  the  condemnation  of  FUivian,  whom  he  called 
innovator  in  religion.  These  were  terrible  auspices  undt 
which  to  coraraence  a  synod. 

Jlut  the  emperor  did  not  even  stop  there.  lie  corainanc 
the  attendance  of  nn  Archimandrite  of  Byria,  named 
aiimns,  who  wae  afterwards  ercditod  by  the  bishops  at 
Chalcedon  with  the  murder  of  Flavian  ;  and  not  only  his 
attendance  wae  ordered  as  an  anti-Nestorian,  which  waa  the 
attitude  tlnit  the  ndhereuts  of  Eutycbianism  assumed,  but  th« 
synod  was  ordere<l  to  give  him  a  seat  and  vote,  although  nut 
a  bishop.  The  position  seems  at  first  sight  Uiat  of  a  madman. 
But  TheodosiuB  was  under  the  iuAueuce  of  others,  and  tl 
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otlicrs  wcTo  reoklosa  in  their  endeavours  to  vont  their  Bpit« 
ugainst  the  orthodox  party. 

Dio8Coru8  Heems  to  liave  bet;n  consumed  with  the  bpirit 
of  jealousy,  and  he  at  once  accepted  the  position  of  pre- 
sident. He  sat  above  the  legates,  who  ^tood  out  against  iliifl 
innovation  upon  the  Church's  order,  and  took  no  regular 
seat  iu  the  council,  but  stood  outside  the  bishops.  Juveual 
of  JeroBalem,  who  was  infected  with  Eutycbian  leanings,  and 
had  been  joined  on  to  DioscoruB  by  the  emperor  as  one  of 
the  presidents,  sat  above  the  Bishop  of  Antioeh,  against 
whom  he  ha<l  long  bad  a  grudge ;  and  in  spite  of  the  famous 
canon  ]>as8ed  at  Coniitantinnple,  KLavian,  its  archbieliop,  sat 
below  each  of  these. 

11.  When  tbo  proposal  whs  made  to  read  St.  Leo's  Tome, 
Dioscorua  simply  occupied  the  time  with  other  matters,  and 
the  Tome  was  never  read.  Eutychea  had  a  confession  of 
Caitb  read  on  his  behuU,  whicli  was  accepted.  His  great  i>oint 
was  that  ho  accepted  the  Nicene  Creed  and  the  Ephesino 
decree — so  httle  did  the  recitation  of  the  Nicene  Creed  ex- 
clude heresy  as  to  the  central  dogma  of  the  Christian  religion, 
and  80  utterly  at  variance  with  the  facts  of  the  early  Cburcli 
is  the  contention,  now  oftun  made,  that  since  '  liomans, 
Greeks,  Anglicans  '  recite  the  Kicene  Creed,  there  is  sufficient 
unity  of  faith  amongst  them  to  constitute  a  visible  Church. 

DioHcorufl  accepted  ICutyches'  confession  of  faith,  and  his 
condemnation  was  reversed.  In  vain  did  the  legates  plead 
that  the  Tome  of  Bt.  Leo  should  be  read.  The  letters  of 
St.  Cyril  were  read  and  interpreted  in  favour  of  '  one  natiU'O 
ficr  the  Incarnation.'  Kustathius  of  Gerytus  said  that  it 
not  St.  Cyril's  or  Bt.  Athauasius'  teachiug  that  there 
"were  two  natures  is  Christ,  using,  however,  an  expression 
which  refers  in  Cyril's  writings  to  the  One  Nature  and  Divine 
Personality  wliich  existed  before  the  Incarnation.  The 
bishops  held  their  tongues  iu  terror,  with  Dioscorus  K^fure 
theui,  surrounded  by  soldiers  and  by  the  monks  of  Barsumaa. 
They  were  dumb  as  the  bishops  In  England  in  the  Convoca- 
tion of  1531,  when  in  terror  of  Henry  VIU.  Uiey  gave  a  silent 
vote  in  favour  of  his  supremacy. 

Flavian  was  forthwiUi  condemned.     The  Bishop  of  loo- 
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niiini  ihrew  bimeelF  at  tlie  foet  of  Dioscoriis,  and  pleaded  for 
Flavian.  Dioscorus  called  for  the  soldiers,  and  the  place  was 
immediately  filled  viith  the  rough  military,  with  chains  in 
tlioir  handR  to  lend  off  refractory  biBliopa.  Tlioy  were  lockpd 
in  for  the  rent  nf  the  night.  A  blank  paper  wan  given  Uiem 
to  ngn ;  the  aick  were  not  allowed  to  go  out  for  refreshment 
until  they  had  6ul)Bcribed  the  paper.  Flavian  now  api>ealed 
to  Rome,  and  this  was  the  Bignal  for  bluwe  and  kicks  from  the 
monks,  headed  by  BarBumae,  and  from  Dioscorus  himfielf. 
The  old  man  eventually  died  of  the  injuries;  but  he  had 
lodged  his  appeal  to  Rome  before  he  went  before  anotbrn 
throne  to  receive  the  martyr's  crown.  Well  might  many  of 
the  bishopH  at  Chalccdon,  as  they  Uiought  of  this  murdered 
Abfl,  call  DioHCorus  a  second  Cain. 

DomnuB,  the  Bishop  of  Antioch,  was  deposed,  as  alao 
Theodoret.  Maximus  was  ehoften  in  the  place  of  Domnntt, 
but  the  8ee  of  Cyrus  was  left  unfilled,  fiusebias  of  Dory- 
Ifeum,  and  Ibas,  were  likewise  deposed,  the  see  of  the 
former  being  left  vacant,  while  that  of  the  latter  was  filled  by 
Nonnus. 

No  one  knows  what  became  of  Bisliop  Julius,  the  l^;ate, 
in  this  scene  of  disorder,  hnt  Hilanis,  the  deaeon,  fled  for  hia 
life,'  and  escaped  to  tell  the  tale  to  his  master  at  Home. 

8uch  were  tlie  circumstances  under  which  the  aathority 
of  the  Apostolic  See  was  set  at  nought  by  a  Christian  bishop, 
with  the  protest  only  of  the  Papal  legates,  the  Bishop  of 
Iconium  and  the  martyred  Archbishop  of  Constantinople. 

Pioscorus  departed  in  haste  and  the  assembly  dispersed. 
And  BO,  as  Bishop  F.URohius  of  Dorylieum  afterwards  informed 
the  Emperors  Valentinian  and  Marcian,  Dioscorus,  *  by  money 
and  by  the  brute  force  of  his  troops,  overwhelmed  the  ortho- 
dox faith,  and  confirmed  the  heresy  of  Kiityches.'  The  synod 
was  stigmatised  by  Leo  as  a  '  Robber  Council '  rather  than  » 
true  s>'nod,  and  for  ever  after  it  was  known  by  that  oxpn»^M 
sive  title.  ^^M 

m.  Now  let  us  suppose  that  the  Church  at  this  moment  1 
possessed  nothing  more  for  the  pm-poBes  of  her  government  " 
than  a  *  first  patriarch,*  primut  intft  parr;  with  •*  prec** 

'  So  Procpcr,  in  bu  Chroniect*. 
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dency,  a  pre-eminence/  and  (in  ft  sense  not  formal  or  technical) 
'a  leadership,"  but  without  '  deiinite  powers' — which  is  the 
highest  Anglican  description  of  the  official  position  of  the 
Holy  See.  Supj^iose,  ton,  that  this  prec«donuy  was  owing,  not 
to  a  divine  institution,  hut  to  the  Becular  position  of  the  city 
of  Home,  to  its  having  been  *  organised  by  apostolic  hands/ 
and  having  been  connected  with  'the  majesty  of  the  names 
of  Peter  and  Paul/  and  become  '  famous  for  its  bountiful 
generosity  *  and  for  '  its  traditional  immuiiity  from  heretical 
speculations/  Ttiis  is  the  account  given  by  a  representative 
Anglican  writer,  of  the  '  place  both  lofty  and  distinctivo/  '  un- 
donbtcdly  assigned  by  ancient  Christianity '  to  the  See  of 
Kome.' 

HVould  such  a  leadership  have  proved  equal  to  the  crisis 
that  bad  arisen  in  the  East  under  the  Emperor  Tlieodosius? 
Could  snch  a  leadershiii  (which  does  nut  include  tlie  rifjM  ol 
tming  appealed  to  as  a  higher  court)  have  been  able  to  reverse 
the  catastrophe  of  the  Uobber  Synod  ?  Could  snch  a  position, 
with  no  '  deiinite  powers/  no  inheritance  of  rule  and  judg- 
ment from  any  *  Prince  of  Apoatles '  (for  this  is  excluded  by 
that  theory),  have  b*ien  a  sufficient  lever  for  even  Leo  the 
(irffftt  to  oountf-ract  the  trcmondoua  success  over  the  orthodox 
faith  which  had  now  been  achieved  at  Epbesus  ?  i'eckhiim, 
Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  complaining  to  Kduard  I.  of  the 
conflicts  that  had  arisen  in  England  lietween  thn  Church  and 
State^  says  that  nothing  would  avail  to  set  things  right  except 
that  state  of  things  in  which  Catholic  emperors  bout  before 
(1)  the  decrt*B  of  the  Sovereign  Pontiffs,  (*3)  the  statutes  of 
councils,  (8)  and  the  sanctions  of  the  orthodox  Fathers.  And 
in  regard  to  the  first  he  saya,  *  the  sovereign  Lord  of  all  gave 
anthority  to  the  decrees  of  the  Sovereign  Pontiffs,  when  He 
said  to  Peter  in  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,  '•  Wliatsoever  thou 
shall  bind  on  earth  shall  be  bound  in  heaven."  '  *  Could  auy- 
Uiiog  short  of  this  inherited  privilege  of  Peter,  which  was  the 
teaching  of  every  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  and  which  is  the 
distinctive  feature  of  CathoUc  and  Roman  teaching  at  this 

'  Ct.Thi  Roman  Ctaiau  ttsttd  fry  .liid'-iu^ff,  p.  fl.  by  W.  Briffht,  D.D.,Cai>on 
of  Cbrift  Cbnrch,  lUgiua  Profmsor  of  lfccl«siasticiil  Ilistorj^.     1977. 

»*?/».  199 ;  Btgittrum  JiyUtoIat  um,  ud.  C.  T.  Martin  (1984).  toI.  i.  p.  340. 
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hour,  be  adequate  to  deal  with  the  state  of  things  that  ha<l 
now  ariBon  in  the  East  ? 

IV.  On  what  did  St.  Leo  actually  rely  ?  Re  had  alroady 
expounded  the  faith  whirb  he  'desired  to  be  implanted  in 
the  hearts  of  nil  the  faithful,'  &a  he  told  the  clergy  of  Con- 
stantinople. He  had  already  given  an  '  interpretatio  benigna' 
to  the  emperor's  desire  for  a  council  as  neceasarily  involving 
the  wish  to  have  Peter's  answer  at  Cfcsarea  Philippi  ex- 
plained by  Peter  himself  (t.c  throngh  his  see),  as  he  told  the 
Bvnod  itself;  he  had  reviewed  and  revised  the  Acts  of  a  pre- 
vious Synod  of  Constantinople,  and  laid  down  the  condittoos 
of  Eutyches'  restoration,  and,  in  his  letter  to  the  empress 
he  had  assumed,  on  the  ground  of  bis  occupying  '  the  Apo* 
stolio  Bee,*  the  oihce  of  absciKer  of  the  heretic  in  case  he  re- 
jiented.  But  he  had  now  to  lift  up  the  fallen  East.  He  bad 
the  emperor  against  him :  the  Patriarch  of  Alexandria  was 
involved  in  heresy,  a  new  patriarch  had  bet-n  elected  to 
Antioch,  the  Bishop  of  Jerusalem  hod  sided  with  the  enemies 
of  the  faith,  and  but  one  bishop,  besides  his  own  legate,  bad 
dared  to  lift  up  his  voice  in  favour  of  the  murdered  arch- 
bishop. 

On  what,  then,  did  Leo  rely  in  dealing  with  biahopa, 
patriarchs, and  an  Eastern  emperor'?  His  position  as  Bishop 
of  Old  Rome  could  avail  him  nothing,  for  TheodosiuR  waa 
Emperor  of  New  Bome.  His  position  as  occupant  of  nn 
ApOHtolic  See  would  not  suffice;  the  Hisbop  of  Jerusalem  was 
his  equal  there.  The  traditional  orthodoxy  of  Rome  would 
be  of  no  use  to  bim  here ;  the  East  had  gone  in  for  itfl  own 
opinion.  He  had  with  him  the  hearts  of  many,  but  the 
voices  of  none,  whilst  the  emperor  professed  to  believe  in  an 
Eastern  council  of  bishops  nnder  bis  own  royal  supremacy. 
WTiat  right  had  Jjco  to  iutervene  at  all  ? 

The  ground  that  he  did  assume  was  his  pooition  of  Stjve- 
reign  PontiflT.  He  knew  well  that  though  they  might  rebel 
against  it,  they  could  not  deny  it.  He  knew  that  tbe  East  to 
a  man  behoved  St.  Peter  to  be  '  tbe  Prince  and  head  of  the 
Apoetloe,*  and  that  Peter  '  lives  and  esercises  judgment  in  his 
Huecessors.* '     And  on  this  belief  he  acted  tlnoughout.     Ami 

•  Cf.  p.  M4. 
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in  the  whole  course  of  tlie  Council  of  Chakedon  not  a  sinRle 
protest  was  raised  againftt  the  assumption  made  to  erapwcir, 
emprcfls,  to  the  synod,  and  to  individual  biahopB — made 
publicly  and  given  as  the  ground  of  his  action ;  there  waa,  1 
say,  not  a  solitary  protest  against  the  [jerpetual  aswuraptiou 
on  the  part  of  the  Pontiff  that  he  was  the  Huccessor  of  St. 
Peter,  and  that  as  such  he  had  the  power  of  the  keys,  not 
excluBively,  but  pre-eminently ;  with  a  precedence,  not  of 
honour  merely,  but  of  Bpirituiil  juriBdiclion  over  the  entire 
Church  of  God.  *  It  is  idle  to  bid  iis  acknowledge  her  bishop  ' 
(i.e.  the  Bishop  of  Rome)  '  as  first  patriarch,  when  he  will  not 
be  acknowledged  as  anything  sliort  of  a  Supreme  PontiiT.' ' 
This  is  the  Ri'^nnd  alleged  for  refusing  at  this  raoinont  ti]  the 
Bishop  of  Home  the  position  which  the  writer  of  these  words 
considers  was  his  in  the  first  four  councilu.  It  has,  however, 
ah-eady  been  mnde  clear  that  the  Pope's  position  was  some- 
thing very  different  from  this  from  the  beginning ;  but  the 
history  of  Eutychianism  and  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  are 
distinct  in  their  oWdenee  tci  the  truth  that  the  Poiw  was  held 
to  be  the  succeBsor  of  the  IVince  of  the  Apostles,  and  as  such 
was,  as  St.  Cyril  called  Celestine,  '  the  archbishop  of  the 
universal  Church.' 

V.  Flft\'ian  upon  his  condemnation  at  Ephesuehad  handed 
in  an  appeal  to  the  Papal  legates.  He  appealed  to '  the  A|>ostulic 
See ; '  so  Liberatus,  the  African  author  of  the  '  Breviarium/ 
states '  after  inspecting  the  d(>cumenls.  And  Valeutiuian, 
the  Era|)eror  of  the  West,  distinctly  states  the  same  in  his 
letter  to  Theodosius.  '  The  Bishop  of  Constantinople  appealed 
to  him '  (viz.  the  Biyhop  of  Rome)  '  by  formal  notice,'  ;«r 
UbrUoB.*  De  Marca,  whose  general  line  of  argument  would 
naturally  indispose  him  to  admit  this,  says,  'It  in  clearly 
proved  by  Valentinian's  letter  that  Flavian  appealed  to  Pope 
Leo ; '  and  again,  *  so  as  that  he  appealed  to  the  Bomau 
Pontiff  alone.'  The  Empress  Placidia,*  writing  from  Rome, 
says  that  appeal  had  been  made  to  the  Apostolic  See,  '  and  to 
all  the  bishops  of  these  [Nirts.'  *  These  parts '  arc  not  to  be 
understood  of  the  entire  West,  but  of  those  bishops  round 

'  Itoman  Claims.  At.  by  Canon  Bright. 

'  Smiariurn,  o.  lii.  ■  L«on-  Bp.  Iv.  *  Tbid.  Bp.  Ivi. 
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about  Bomo,  and  nil  othcra  happetting  io  be  in.  Rome,  vith 
whom  tho  PopcK  alnmst  invariably  acted  in  mattere  of  tui- 
nsaal  importance.  Tl)6  anthority  of  sacb  a  synod  was 
wholly  due  to  that  of  the  Holy  See.  For  no  mere  Roman 
synod  could  hiivc  the  right  to  deal  with  the  affairs  of  au 
Kastern  imtriarchate ;  tho  authority  of  such  a  synod  eould 
only  come  from  its  president,  the  Buccefisor  of  St.  Peter,  in 
whoKO  uame  its  decisious  most  frequently  ran.  When  a  Po^ie 
felt  that  tho  unanimity  of  his  council  would  a<M  any  extrinsic 
weight  to  the  I'apaJ  jud^(ment  he  would  naturally  mention  it, 
H.S  in  iK>int  of  fact  St.  Leo  did  in  this  case.  But  its  intrinsic 
value  wns  ru(-o>;ni8cd  as  being  due  to  the  authority  of  *  the 
A|K>Htolic  See.'  Flavian  knew  well  that  the  Pope  usually 
licted  with  a  synod,  and  lie  may  have  mentioned  the  synod, 
as  the  Empress  Galla  Ptacidia  seems  to  imply ;  or  the  em- 
l>res8  may  (quite  as  probably)  have  thrown  the  words  in, 
beinf;  true  in  fact,  although  not  expressly  mentioned 
Flavian.'  8t-  Leo's  letter  to  Theodosius,  speaking  of  the 
tears  of  'all  the  churches  in  our  ]>art8,'  is  heofled 
Bishop,  and  the  Holy  Synod,  which  met  in  the  city  of  Borne.*' 
but,  as  Be  Uarcn  admits,  Valentiuian's  tetter  is  conclusive. 

VL  On  S**pt(nnber  29  (449)  St.  Leo  was  hohlinit  one  olj 
those  synods  of  the  suburbicarian  sees  and  of  the  bishops  wl 
happened  to  bo  in  Bome,  assembled  to  celebrate  the  aam-| 
versary  of  bis  own  hii-thday,  and  conduct  the  affairs  of  t]» 
Cburcli,  when  Hilan.',  the  deacon,  arrived  from  Ephesus  witk' 
the  sad  news  of  tbe  Itobber  Council.     The  synod  was  accord- 
ingly prolonged  to  consider  what  steps  should  l>e  taken  to, 
retrieve  the  disaster  which  had  befallen  the  true  faith.     They' 
had  now  before  them   the  appeal  of  Flavian  and  that  oif 
Theodoret.     They  knew  nothing  as  yet,  it  would  seem,'  of  the 
death  of  Flavian,  and  the  election  of  his  successor.     They  only 
knew  of  tbe  triumph  of  heresy  in  a  council  of  bishojis  which 
had  received  St.  Leo's  acquiescence  on  the  understanding  Uia4 
it  met  to  promulgate  the  condemnation  of  Gutychce,  if  he  did 
not  withdraw  bis  heretical  propositions,  and  to  absolve  him  by 
tho  authoi-ity  of  tbe  Holy  See  if  he  did. 

■  Cr  Ui«  Uallutiul'a  OUtri-ationt  on  Qiuttul't  Eighth  n%tnimHm 

■  Thiis  i»  VAf;  clearly  Kbuvn  bj  ihe  Ballemii. 
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St.  Loo,  in  concert  witli  his  bishopB,  at  once  repudiate"! 
the  council  at  Ephesua  ;  so  that  HiJary,  th«  deacon,  who  was 
present,  ofjuld  write  to  the  Empress  Pulcheria.  sayinf* '  *  that 
everything  done  in  Ephesua  l»y  DioBcorus  uncanonifally  and 
tumultuously  and  through  worldly  hate,  is  condemned  hy  the 
aforesaid  Pope  with  the  whole  Western  Council,'  i.£.  the 
bishops  at  and  around  Rome.  At  Chalcedou  (Act  X.)  the 
legates  ohjected  to  the  reading  of  the  Acta  of  the  lluhhur 
Synod  on  the  ground  that  they  ha<l  all  been  rendered  null 
and  void  '  by  the  most  bleeaed  aud  apostoUciJ  Bishop  of  the 
city  of  Rome,'  and  the  vaUdity  of  tho  objection  was  admitted. 

And  BO,  too,  all  who  took  an  active  part  in  that  synod 
were  now  separated  by  St.  Leo  from  the  communion  of  the 
Apostolic  Soe. 

\1I.  So  that  Leo  did  not  ask  for  any  fresh  council  in  order 
to  nullify  the  proceedings  at  Ephetius,  but  he  treated  them  at 
once  as  null  and  void.  No  general  syuod  was  needed  for 
that;  and  Flavian  had  not  appealed  to  a  general  eyuod. 
Besidea  the  reasons  just  given,  hia  principles  on  that  point 
were  clearly  expressed  in  his  letter  to  St.  Leo  {'Ep.'  xxvi.),when 
be  said  that  the  exercise  of  Leo's  authority  would  supersede 
the  necessity  of  a  eonncil ;  and  his  oxperionoe  of  the  Ephesine 
Synod  would  not  iucUue  him  to  repeat  the  exjieriment  of 
another  council.  He  appealed  to  Leo's  apostolical  authority, 
in  accordance  with  the  canon  of  8ardica  or  Nice,  and  it  rested 
with  L&o  to  e:iercise  that  authority  as  he  thought  br-st,  by 
ejnod  or  othorwifle.  St.  Leo  considered  that  a  council  was 
renderwl  necessary  by  the  circnmstaiiefs  under  wliieh  Flavian 
appealed,  not  by  Flavian's  appeal  itself.  The  rontiff  acted  in 
exact  accordance  with  the  fourth  canon  of  Sardica,  or  (as  I 
have  said  there  is  good  reason  for  believing  it  to  be)  the  un- 
mulilated  canon  of  Nicffia,  which  came  to  be  called  a  Bardican 
canon.  That  canon  enacted  that  'When  any  bishop  shall 
^have  been  deposed  by  the  judgment  of  those  bishops  who  live 
the  neighbouring  parts,  and  shall  have  proclaimed  that  bis 
case  is  to  be  dealt  with  in  Rome,  no  other  bishop  should  be 
ordained  to  his  see  after  the  appeal  of  him  who  seems  to  be 


*  Ltonii  Ep.  xl. 
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deposed  nntil  the  case  has  been  decided  by  the  judgment  o( 
the  Boman  hiBhop.' 

What,  therefore,  was  necessary  according  to  this  Nicene, 
or  Sardicnn,  canon  was  the  judgment  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome ; 
and  tha  Bishop  of  Borne  lind  the  right,  according  to  this 
canon,  t-o  demand  that  thingn  ehonld  remain  as  they  were, 
and  no  bishop  be  ordained  luitil  he  had  passed  his  sentence.' < 

Accordingly,  in  the  following  January  (450),*  the  PopoS 
wrote  to  the  Emperor  Theodosius,  who,  he  veil  knew,  recog- 
nised in  him  the  successor  of  St.  Peter,  in  spite  of  his  having 
yielded  to  Chrysaphius  his  eunach,  and  thrown  his  iniporial 
ffigis  over  the  reprobate  Patriarch  of  Alexandria.  Now  it  was 
not  a  lime  in  which  a  man  Hke  St.  Leo,  whose  whole  soul 
was  on  fire  with  zeal  for  the  truth  of  the  Incarnation,  would 
venture  on  an  nnsubstantiated  claim,  or  claim  an  unrecognised 
position.  Ho  most  have  known  that  there  was  no  one  who 
would  deny  his  connection  with  St.  Peter,  or  he  would  never 
have  run  the  risk,  under  the  circumstances,  of  being  asked  on 
what  ground  he  ventured  to  intervene  with  such  a  claim.  Tl 
idea  that  he  acted  as  '  First  Patriarch '  is  out  of  the  question.^ 
There  is  not  a  sign  of  such  a  thought  in  the  whole  history  : 
and  the  idea  that  he  risked  all  on  a  doubtful  position,  or 
asserted  what  was  not  fully  recognised,  is  preposterous.  Bat 
the  only  alternative  to  this  is  the  supposition  that  what  ww 
accepted  without  a  murmur  at  the  fEcumenical  Couneil  of 
Ephesus  was  the  literal  truth,  viz.  •  That  it  has  been  known 
to  all  agca  and  donbtful  to  none  *  that  Peter  was  the  head  of 
the  Apostles,  and  that  '  he  up  to  this  time  and  always  lives 
and  ejterciees  judgment  in  his  successors.' 

Accordingly,  Leo  wrote  to  the  emperor  and  demanded  the 
fuliilment  of  'the  decrees  of  the  canons  drawn  up  {hahitorvm)j 
at  Nicrea.'  And  in  virtue  of  these  he  asked  that  '  you  woi 
order  that  all  things  should  Iw  as  they  were  before  any  jndg* 
me7it  was  passed  [i.e.  at  the  Robber  Conncil]  nntil  a  larger 
numl>er  of  bishops  can  be  gathered  together  from  the  whole 
world ;  *  and  that  this  synod  be  assembled  in  Italy,  *  *o  that  I 

■  C(.  9Uf^,  p.  ittO. 

*  This  daU  hu  bMQ  fixed  \>y  the  BtllerinL  through  «  vtitx  whleh  Umj 
naoTCrwl  (cf.  Lnnia  Optra,  Sp.  liv..  and  Dita.  it  Ep,  ApptrJ.  d.  38). 
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mat/  be  present  and  pass  jiufgment  on  the  whoU  matter.' '  The 
object  of  the  council  was  that  those  bishops  '  who  have  erred 
from  the  right  way  may  be  recalled  to  a  sound  mind  by  whole- 
some remedies,  and  that  those  whose  case  is  graver  may 
acquiesce  in  counsels  (given),  or  be  cut  off  from  the  One 
Church.' 

He  BpeakB  of  the  emperor  havinf^  sent  lettera,  previously 
to  the  Bobber  Council,  '  to  the  see  of  the  blessed  Apostle  Peter,' 
and  having  made  him  feci  Hure  that  truth  would  be  defended, 
especially  considering  the  trustworthy  character  of  those  whom 
be  (the  I'ope)  had  sent  to  the  council ;  then  he  expresaea  hia 
certainty  that  all  would  have  been  well  with  the  bishops  if 
they  had  beon  allowed  to  hear  his  letter  to  Fliu-ian  (the  Tome) ; 
*  for  the  tumult  would  have  been  so  quieted  by  the  manifesta- 
tion of  the  most  pure  faith  which,  inspired  divinely,  we  have 
received  and  hold,  that  neither  imskil fulness  would  have 
pursued  its  foUy'  (in  allusion  to  Eutyches),  '  nor  rivaliy '  (in 
allusion  to  Dioscorus  against  Constantinople)  '  have  bad  the 
[Opportunity  of  doing  further  harm.' 

These  words  of  St.  Leo  to  an  Eastern  emperor,  written 
after  consultation  with  the  Synod  of  Borne,  contain  as  full  an 
ftxprefsion  of  infallibilit}*  as  is  anywhere  to  be  found.  One 
expression,  if  taken  too  strictly,  goes  bej'ond  the  Vatican 
decree.  That  decree,  in  formulating  the  dogma  which  is  here 
assumed  by  St.  Leo,  decides  that  the  Pope  does  not,  in  his 
ex  cathedrd  pronouncements,  claim  inspiration  but  divine 
assistance.  It  is  clear,  however,  that  St.  Leo  held  the  same. 
Infipiratton,  in  its  earlier,  wider  sense,  includes  the  assistance 
vouchsafed  to  the  writers  of  Holy  Scripture.  But  the  saint 
iiere  limits  the  word  by  the  rest  of  the  sentence,  and  shows 
that  he  means  exactly  that  divine  assistance  in  declaring  what 
'  haa  been  received  by  us  '  {i.e.  the  Holy  Sec),  which  con- 
stitutes Papal  infallibility  according  to  the  Vatican  decree. 

The  powition,  then,  as  St.  Leo  placed  it  before  the  emperor, 
vas  this.  The  synod  has  gone  vrrong.  That  is  certain. 
Had  the  bishops  had  St.  Leo's  Tome  read  to  them  they 
would  have  gone  right.  Violence  and  intrigue  prevailed ;  but 
Flavian  protested  and  appealed,  and  so  did  the  Papal  l^ates. 
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It  ia  necessary,  therefore,  according  to  the  cauonB,  that  the 
Pope  Bhoulci  intervene.  This,  under  the  circaaiBtance,  will 
be  best  done  by  tho  medium  of  a  genera!  couneil,  whereby 
alone  (St.  Leo  says)  *  all  conflict  would  be  brought  to  an  end, 
and  all  deviaLion  from  or  doubts  as  to  the  faith  cease.' ' 

At  the  same  time  he  wrote  to  tho  Empresfl  Pulcheria,  and 
said  that  his  legates  protested,  at  the  synod,  that  force  was 
being  used,  and  '  that  they  were  not  going  to  be  separated  by 
any  injuries  from  that  fiiith  which  had  been  most  hilly  ex- 
pounded and  set  in  order  by  the  See  of  the  blessed  ApoBtto 
Peter,  and  which  they  had  bronght  with  them  to  the  holy 
synod.' 

He  asked  the  empress  to  at^sist  him  in  getting  another 
Bj-nod  convoked,  and  to  consider  herself  '  8|)eciaUy  entrusted 
with  a  commission  (for  that  purpose)  by  the  most  blc 
Apostle  Peter.' 

VIII.  Theodosius  kept  perfect  silence,  A  few  weeks  after 
the  despatch  of  these  letters  the  Emperor  Valentinian  came  to 
Borne  with  the  Empresses  Galla  Placidia,  his  mother,  andi 
Eudoxia,  his  wife,  and  daughter  to  Theodosius.  On  tho  Feaak 
of  the  Chair  of  St.  Peter  they  came  into  St.  Peter's  for  their 
devotions,  and  met  the  sorrowing  Pontiff.  They  were  at  the 
tomb  of  the  Apostles  in  the  Basilica,  and  his  Holiness  ap- 
proached their  Imperial  ^fftjesties,  hardly  able  to  speak  for  the 
tears  and  sobs  that  choked  his  utterance.'  lie  deBcn1>ed  to 
them  the  state  of  things,  and  told  them  of  his  request  for 
another  synod,  and  induced  them  to  use  their  inHuenco  with 
Ibeir  impei*ial  relative  to  induce  him  to  answer  tb«  Pope*! 
request. 

Accordingly  each  one  of  them  wrote  to  Theodosius.     The 
Western  emperor's  letter  to  his  imperial  relative  in  the  EasfrJ 
ia  of  supreme  importance.     It  is,  I  repeat,  impossible  ta] 
suppose   that  Valentinian   would   venture  on   any  dispute 
ground  as  to  jurisdiction.    Valentlnian's  lettor  was  inspiredj 
by  Leo.     And  no  one  can  read  St.  Leo's  letters  at  tins  period 
witliout  feeling  that  his  supreme  motive  was  the  honour  doe 
to  our  Divine  Lord  and  his  devouring  zeal  for  the  revf 
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tmth  concerning  the  mystery  of  the  iBcamation.  No  one  cnii 
read  hib  lcttt:r»  without  feeling  tbat  a  certain  piety,  hamility, 
and  holy  (jJiarity  breathos  through  every  one  of  them ;  and 
therefore  uo  one  can  reasonably  eupjioBe  that  he  was  engaged 
in  puBhiug  a  usurped  prerogative  at  this  momentous  crisis. 
What,  tbeu,  dues  Valentinian,  thus  inspired,  say  to  hia  im- 
perial cousin  ?  He  SJiye,  '  Tiie  most  blessed  Bishop  of  the  city 
of  the  Romans,  to  whom  antiquity  gave  the  Bovereignty  over 
all '  (as  being  the  See  of  St.  Peter,  as  we  know  Valentinian 
held), '  has  to  judge  concerning  matters  of  faith  and  the  affairs 
of  biehops/  and  that  on  this  account  the  Bishop  of  Constanti- 
nople appealed  to  bim  by  a  formal  notice '  '  on  account  of  the 
strife  that  bad  arisen  concerning  the  faitli.'  ^Vud  so  he  is 
induced  to  write  to  Tlieodoaius  that  '  ho  would  acquiesce  in 
the  petition  of  Flavian  that  tJte  a/oremid  hinhop  [of  Rome] 
having  gathered  all  the  bishops  of  the  whole  world  within 
Italy,  may  without  prejudice,  and  going  into  the  whole  matter, 
^jre  the  judt}tncni  which  faith  and  the  word  of  divine  truth 
require.'  The  empress  WTote  at  the  same  time,  describing 
the  scene  in  Rt.  Peter's,  speaking  of  Flavian's  appeal  to  Ilome, 
and  that  of  the  Papal  legates.  At  the  same  time  she  wrote  to 
tho  Empress  Pulclicria,'  and,  after  describing  the  ttara  of 
Leo,  expressed  her  hope  that  all  tbat  had  been  decided  at  the 
'  tumultuous  and  most  miserable'  Coancil  at  Ephesua  will  be 
treated  as  nidi  and  void,  and  that  '  all  things  remaining  un> 
injured  [i.e.  in  statu  quo,  as  provided  by  the  fourth  canon,  so 
called,  of  Sardica]  the  judgment  will  be  remitted  to  the  council 
of  the  Apostolic  throne,  in  which  Peter,  the  moat  blessed  Peter, 
first  of  the  Apostles,  having  received  the  keys  of  the  heavens, 
adorned  the  headship  of  the  hierarchy.  For  wo  ought  to  give 
the  primacy  in  all  things  to  the  Eternal  City.' 

At  the  same  time  Leo  wrote  to  the  clergy  and  people  of 
Constantinople,  promising  them  all  possible  support  from  his 
fatherly  care  for  thum,  and  bidding  them  use  their  influence 
to  obtain  a  plenary  synod  ;  and  explained  to  the  Empress 
Pulchcria  that  human  affairs  can  go  smoothly  only  when  the 
royal  and  sacerdotal  authorities  defend  those  matters  which 
belong  to  a  'divine  confession,'  as  a  reason  for  Tbeodosina 

■  Bp.  Iv.    Leonid  Qiwa,  «d.  B*ller.  '  Ep.  In. 
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and  himself  working  together — a  reason,  that  ia,  why  the 
emperor  Bhould  consent  to  a  council.  Xhia  vas  in  February*, 
450. 

IX.  Jfeanwhilc  letters  were  on  their  way  from  the  clorgy 
and  people  of  Constantinople  and  from  the  archimandrite' 
Martin  and  Faustos,  written  in  the  preceding  October,  and  8t. 
Leo  wrote  one  of  his  most  magnificent  letters  in  reply.  He 
Bpeaka  of  his  writings  having  Leon  directed  to  the  East,  'not 
only  by  the  authority  of  the  Apostolic  Bee,  but  also  with  tho 
unanimity  of  the  holy  synod,  ivbicli  had  fre<iuently  met,  that 
the  care  which  we  have  for  the  whole  Church  may  be  ap^>arent, 
by  our  exhortations  addressed  to  all  the  faithful  and  our 
demand  for  help  in  the  defence  of  the  faith  from  the  most 
clement  princess.' 

Meanwhile,  be  directs  Martin  and  Faaatus  to  make  known 
to  the  children  of  the  Church  '  what  we  preach  contrary  to  the 
unpious  sonso  [of  Eutyches]  and  in  accordance  with  the  cvan* 
gelical  and  apostolical  doctrine ;  for  although  we  have  writl4*n 
fully  what  in  and  always  has  been  the  seiitcntia  of  Catholics, 
still  wc  add  now  no  Uttle  exhortation  to  confirm  tho  minds  of 
all.  For  I  am  mindful  that  I  preside  over  the  Chureh  in  his 
name  whoso  confoBsion  wai?  praised  by  the  Lord  Jeans  Christ, 
and  whose  faith  destroys  all  heresies,  but  above  all  tlte  im- 
piety of  the  present  error ;  and  I  understand  that  nothing  i^se 
is  permitted  to  me  than  that  I  should  spend  all  my  ofiTorts  on 
that  cause  in  which  the  safety  of  the  Inirersal  Church  is 
attacked.'  Accordingly,  that  there  may  be  no  mistaJic  about 
bia  teaching,  in  ca^e  tlii^y  Khould  nut  have  received  a  coi>y  of 
his  writingH,  he  s<;ndK  fresh  copies.' 

8uch  was  the  tremendous  energy  of  this  single-minded 
hero  of  the  great  conflict  for  '  the  only  boi>e  of  the  hnmiu) 
race.' 

So  far  as  the  £m|joror  llieodosiuB  was  concerned,  it  VM 
all  tn  vain. 

X.  In  the  midst,  however,  ol  Leo's  difficulties,  the 
Providence  of  God  removed  Theodosius,  after  many  signs  (if 
NicephoruB  is  to  be  rehed  on)  of  true  repentance.      He  bad 
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flclented  for  his  heiress  a  saintly  woman,  under  a  vow  of  perpe- 
tual chastity,  of  whom  St.  CjTil  says  that  in  her  '  every  kind 
of  virtue  and  every  adornment  plcaaiiig  in  the  eyes  of  the 
Divino  Majesty  shone  witli  woiidi*rful  splendour.'  ^  No  woman, 
however,  had  as  yet  held  the  reins  of  empire  ;  and  accordingly 
she  oflert'd  her  hand  and  throne  to  the  most  distinguished 
general  of  the  day,  on  condition  that  he  sbonld  retipcct  her 
vow.  Marcian  was  a  worthy  husband  to  St.  PulehtTia,  re- 
nowned as  well  for  his  piety  as  for  his  military  skill.  Every- 
thing was  now  changed,  for  the  emperor  and  empress  ra- 
garded  their  position  simply  as  an  ojiportLinity  for  protct'ting 
Che  true  faith. 

X.  Pulcheria's  entreaties  to  TheodosiuB  that  he  would  accode 
to  the  Pope's  requttst  fur  a  council  to  be  called  in  Italy  had 
failed.  J3ut  in  her  new  position  her  first  care,  as  also  that  of 
her  hasband,  was  to  carry  out  the  wishes  of  Leo.  The  imperial 
Kcal,  however,  was  'without  knowledge,'  for  theii-  very  advent 
to  the  throne  had  made  a  council  unnecessary.  But  this  they 
did  not  know ;  and  accordingly  they  wrote  to  Leo^  acquainting 
him  with  the  fact  that  they  had  acted  at  his  instigation  in 
memory  of  the  scene  at  St.  Peter's,  and  had  issued  an  edict 
for  the  convention  of  a  council.'  Not  in  Italy,  suiico  the  reason 
for  that  no  longer  existed,  as  it  would  be  best  held  under  their 
own  protecting  presence,  in  the  East,  where  all  the  disturbance 
had  taken  place. 

The  Pope  told  their  lm^>erial  Majesties  that  he  no  longer 
desired  a  council.  The  bishops  had  signed  his  epistle  to 
Flavian  in  such  numbers,  and  so  many  were  daily  returning 
in  penitence,  that  his  legates  at  Coaslanliuople,  in  concert 
with  Anatolins  (who  had  also  signed  the  Tome  of  Leo),  could 
manage  the  rest.  £ut  Leo  was  not  the  man  to  quench  the 
zeal  of  cmiierors ;  and  since,  out  of  pure  love  of  the  truth  and 
devotion  to  himself,  they  had  issued  the  edict,  imagining  it 
to  be  his  desire,  he  praised  in  them  what  be  sincerely  admixed, 
viz.  their  zeal,  and  consented  to  send  logutes.' 

'  CjT.  Al«x.  tU  Fi4t  ad  Pukh.  ti  Sorora  B^hos. 

'  ff»iai>tttrtoZr^ot:  stwhich  eTerytbiog  was  to  be  cleeidod  bj  Leo't  KOtliority, 
V9V  cMM^pivrrof  ipivuvir,  Ep.  Ixzvii. 

■  *  Dvubt  liu  viKia  rvspnetitig  the  true  failb,  u  Im  thown  hj  Ibe  lelUn  ot 
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Tbo  emperor  and  empreBS,  in  expressing  the  purport  of 
the  council,  did  not  imply  that  the  dgctrino  coutained  iji  the 
Tome  of  Leo  w&s  an  open  question.  Wo  know  they  believed 
the  doctrine  thomsolvca.  But  there  were  some  amon^Bt  those 
who  had  betiu  lud  away  who  iieedi^d  to  have  it  publicly  set 
before  them,  and  the  reinstatement  of  the  lapsed  but  peni- 
tent bishops  needed  some  arrangement  which  would,  aaya 
Pulcheria,  be  made  '  on  the  authority  of  Loo.' '  Some  shorier 
confession  of  faith,  in  accordance  with  the  Tome,  was  also 
necdfd,  and  desired  by  the  Pope,  and  all  this  coidd  be  ejected  ^ 
in  the  council.  Fulcheria  in  the  same  letter  informs  the  Popa' 
with  evident  joy  that  the  Bishop  of  Constantinople  has  sub- 
scribed tlie  Tome;  whilst  tho  emperor  had  ahvady  told  Leo 
that  he  looked  to  him  in  the  causo  of  the  orthodox  faith. 
becanso  he  was  '  the  bishop  and  ruler  of  the  divine  ^th.'  * 
This,  be  it  remembered,  was  one  of  tho  hoUest  emperors,  if 
not  quite  the  hohest,  that  ever  ruled  at  Constantinople. 

XL  Before,  however,  proceeding  to  the  acts  of  the  oonnoil^j 
it  will  be  well  to  consider  the  circumstaucee  under  which 
Anatolius  took  his  seat  as  Bishop  of  Constantinople. 

Upon  the  death  of  the  murdered  Flarinn  the  clei^  and 
people  of  Coustantmople  had  elected  to  the  vacant  see  ib« 
very  person  wIjo  had  acted  oh  secretary  to  the  heretical  Arch- 
bishop  of  Alexandria  (Dioscorus),  and  woe  in  favour  with  hi* 
sympathiser,  the  Emperor  Theodosius.  The  latter  had  relied 
on  him  in  his  eccleiiiastical  admiiiistratiott,  and  had  prob&bly 
procured  his  election  as  archbishop  of  his  capital.  Anatolina, 
for  that  was  his  name,  wrote  to  Leo  announcing  his  consecra- 
tion. What  else  he  said  we  do  not  know.  It  is  not  correct 
to  say,  as  Mr.  Gore  does,'  that  he  '  simply  announced  his 
consecration,  without  asking  for  any  consent  to  it  on  Leo'a, 
part ; '  for  his  letter,  as  we  have  it,  ia  confeeeedly  a  frag- 
ment, and  St.  Leo's  letter  to  tho  emporor  imphcB  that  Ano-J 


thfl  moii  holy  BiMhop  ot  Borne,*  in  tli«  auperor's  worlo.    Then  wu  bo  donb 
in  hilt  own  mind  u  to  which  vos  the  trae  faith  ;  iui>l  ihe  Ii^IUts  uf  Lw) 
ftll  written  vilb  the  view,  oot  ot  Kf  ttUn^.  but  of  efltorciog  the  m»  faiUi. 

'  #•£  aMtmaZrrot  (Ep.  Ixxvii.). 

*  iwiaiti>w*ivvaaf  sal  if)(<niiTew  Tifi  ffcloi  irl«T<«|i|, 

'  Dtet.  of  Ckr.  liiop.  «rt. '  Leo.' 
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toliae  did  ask  for  Leo's  confirmation.  What,  however,  we  do 
know  that  be  omitted  was  a  statement  as  to  liie  teaching ; 
be  gave  do  account  of  his  faitb.'  Leo  accordingly  waited 
some  months  before  finswering,  and  tliftn  he  wrote,  not  to 
AnatoUns  himRelf,  but  to  the  Kmperor  Theodotuua.  Kow  it 
would  hardly  be  possible  to  give  cl(;arer  indications  of  the  re- 
lation of  sovereignty  on  the  part  of  the  Bee  of  St.  Peter 
towards  the  See  of  Conatantinuplo  than  are  afforded  by  this 
and  some  succeeding  letters.  It  must  be  remembered  that 
Leo  was  writmg  to  the  Eastern  emperor,  who  was  opposed  to 
his  condomnation  of  Eutychua ;  ho  was  writing,  too,  about 
the  bishop  of  that  city,  which  waa  the  very  apple  of  the 
imperial  eye.  "We  know  that  the  emperor  had  avowed  tho 
sovereignty  of  the  See  of  St.  Pettr  over  all  the  sees  of  Chris- 
tendom by  his  signature  to  the  '  Constitution '  of  Valentinian ; 
but  this  sovereignty  of  the  Apostohc  See  was  now  to  bo  ex- 
pressed in  a  form  most  calculated  to  excite  that  emperor's 
indignation,  and  to  jeopardise  the  whole  poBition,  unless  that 
sovereignty  were  beyond  disputG.  Bat  in  truth  the  Huns, 
tmnultuonsly  crowding  into  Italy  and  advancing  towards 
Borne,  were  not  more  dreadful  in  the  eyes  of  Leo  than  the 
incursion  of  heretics  into  that  vineyard  of  the  Lord,  with 
which  the  Eastern  bishops  declared  him  to  have  been  en- 
trusted by  tho  Saviour  of  the  world.'  The  time  had  come 
when  that  encrpotic  nature,  which  had  hardly  its  peer  in  that 
half-century,  must  exorcise  the  authority  of  his  position  to 
the  full.  The  Divine  Mt^esty  of  his  Lord  was  at  stake.  It 
woB  enough  for  Loo. 

XII.  Now  there  was  just  occasion  for  suspicion  as  to  Ana- 
tolius*  teaching.  Indeed,  his  conduct  after  the  synod  showed 
that  there  wus  a  taint  of  heresy  about  him,  such  as  Leo 
feared.  Accordingly  Leo  wrote  to  the  emperor,  in  July  -450, 
and  praised  him  for  deciding  to  adhere  to  the  Nicene  Greed. 
It  was  on  this  point  that  Thcodosius  had  been  misled  by  the 
Eutychian  party.  They  were  for  ever  proclaiming  their  ad- 
herence to  the  Nicene  Greed,  and  made  believe  that  they  were 
contending  for  that  creed  and  for  the  Ephc-sine  decree.  So 
the  Pope  gives  the  emperor  credit  for  smcerely  beheving  that 

I  Ep.  lux.  Ixxi.     *  Letter  of  the  EuUra  bUhopi  to  Leo  after  Cbaloedoa. 
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he  was  acting  in  defence  of  the  Nioene  eettlement ;  aod  on 
this  ground  bo  expresses  his  surprise  that  AnatoUus  has  not 
sent  him  an  account  of  his  faitb.  Conaeqnently  he  has  de- 
ferred acknowledging  him—'  not  that  he  refused  hia  affection, 
but  because  he  awaited  some  manifestation  of  Catholic  truth.' 
He  says  that  he  is  not  exacting  from  }iim  anything  but  nhat 
every  CathoUc  would  do.  He  then  alludes  to  their  predeoea- 
Bors'  writing*)  as  sufficient  tests  for  thoso  who  preceded  them. 
But  they  are  not  enough  for  tbemselres  under  present  circmn- 
stAntes.  Anatolius  is  to  'read  carefully*  'what  the  hot 
Fathers  have  given  as  guard  to  the  faith  in  the  Incarnation,^ 
'  and  he  must  uudc-retand  that  what  Cyril  wrote  against  Ni 
tonus  is  consonant  with  this.*  Cyril's  letter,  says  the  Fo| 
is  a  clear  exposition  of  the  Kicene  detinition,  and  has 
placed  in  tbo  archives  of  the  Apostolic  Bco.'  Anatolius  is  to 
read  carefully  tbo  Acts  of  the  Epbesine  Synod '  against  Kefl*| 
torius ;  and  he  is  '  not  to  disdain  to  read  also  my  letter,  wbici 
he  will  Und  agrees  in  all  tilings  with  the  Fathers.' 

But  this  is  not  all.     St.  Leo  t^Us  the  emi>eror  that 
toliuB,  having  recognised  that  all  this  ie  demanded  and  ex- 
pected of  him,^  he  is  to  sign  the  confession  of  the  Comin< 
Failb,  Hud  make  a  declaration  before  all  the  clergy  uid  the 
whole  people — a  i)rofe86ion  of  faith  whicli  is  to  be  '  pobiicly 
notified  (1)  to  the  ApostoUc  See,  and  (2)  to  all  the  Lord's 
priests  [i.e.  bishops]  and  Churches.'    Furilier,  he  is  to  Bend  ^i 
written  Btntemeut  &n  suuu  as  possible,  plaiiUy  ('  dilucid^ ')  de-l 
daring  that  if  anyone  believes  or  asserts  anjrtliing  else  coocom- 
ing  the  Incarnation  of  tbo  Word  of  God  tban  what  '  the  proCsfry 
sion  of  all  Catholiet»  and  ui>  own '  declares,  be  will  W] 
such  a  one  ^m  his  communion.    And  to  expedite  this  Im- 
portant matter,  he  says  he  is  sending  four  legatee,  whou' 
business  it  will  be  '  to  declare  the  exact  faith  which  we  hold,' 
the  fonn  of  our  faith,  so  that  if  the  Bishop  of  Coostaati- 
nople  consents  to  tbe  same  confession  of  faith,  with  his  whole 
heart,  we  may  feel  secure  and  rejoice  in  the  peace  of  the 

'  *  ApoeloUoi*  B«cUa  Krinia  rasoepcruat' 

*  *EphesiDtB  cjrnodi  gesta  recensctt.' 

*  *  Sipali  dcud«nri<)a« '— ■  dcddccon  '  nprmnng  Lto't  fMliog  Uuu 
thing  ol  thv  kind  ooghl  to  h&vs  been  done  sooaer. 
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Church.  If,  however,  there  ib  any  diBsont  from  the  parity  of 
our  faith  and  the  authority  of  the  Fathers,'  a  council  must  be 
held  in  Italy,  so  that  it  may  not  he  opoii  to  anyone  to  tnlk 
about  the  Kiceno  Creed  and  yet  bo  in  opposition  to  it. 

Now,  had  there  been  an  idea  that  there  was  the  aliRhtest 
dogmatic  ground  for  denying  the  prerogative  thus  claimed  by 
Leo  of  dealing  with  the  Archbishop  of  CouytantinopUi  as  a 
6ubject,  and  of  imposing  on  him  the  Boman  '  form  of  faith/ 
it  is  not  possible  to  suppose  that  either  Theodosiua  or  Ana* 
toliuB  would  not  have  resented  this  exercise  of  jurisdiction. 
It  would  he  im][K)8sible  to  ima^ins  a  moro  extreme  case. 
There  is  every  circumstance  that  could  emphasise  the  impos- 
sibihty  of  such  a  tremendouti  aasumptioD  (if  it  were  au  as- 
sumption ')  passing  muster  without  u  challenge.  The  arch- 
bifihop  in  (question  waa  not  naturally  disposed  either  to  submit 
quietly  to  a  usurpation  for  the  sake  of  uniting  against  a 
common  foe,  fur  he  had  a  tender  spot  in  his  heart  for  the 
party  of  Eutyches  ;  ho  was  not  the  occupant  uf  a  see  which 
liiad  no  ambition  or  no  poUtieal  friends,  for  it  was  the  Imperial 
see,  and  was  soon  alH>tit  to  attempt  a  ri&e  in  the  scale  of 
patriarchal  bonoar  over  Alexandria  and  Aulioch.  Here,  too, 
waaan  em|)eror  not  favourable  to  Leo  and  the  orthodox  party, 
but  under  the  influence  of  Dioscorns  and  his  friends.  Such 
were  the  circumstances,  and  they  simply  preclude  ihe  idea  that 
there  was  not  amplo  recognition  of  the  headship  of  the  See  of 
St.  Peter  on  which  St.  Leo  could  work ;  for  Leo  was  tieithei- 
ft  dullard  nor  void  of  care  for  the  faith.  He  Uved  for  the 
faith,  and  he  knew  something  of  men. 

To  Pulcheria  St.  Leo  wrot*  to  exa<:tly  the  same  effect,  in- 
nsting  that  Anatolina  must  without  delay  acknowledge  the 
'unskilful  folly'  displayed  by  the  definition  of  the  Bobber 
Synod.  And  the  reason  he  gives  is  the  same  as  Leo  XIH. 
would  give  under  similar  circumstances,  viz. '  because  both  my 
mfessiou  of  faith  and  that  of  the  holy  lathers  *  concerning 
'the  Incarnaliou  of  the  Lord  is  in  all  respects  a  concordant. 
and  out]  uunfession.' 

'  CfttiM)  firigbt'*  cxplftnation,  'Lto  .  .  .  quittly  ouwmm,'  is  aimply  ont 
et  IbaqiiMtiwi. 

*  la  each  of  these  loUera  Uiere  is  ptob«bljr  ■  cpMuU  ftlluftion  to  Uic  Niceoc 
tubmt,  with  irbom  TheodcMius  inial«d  by  Eutjebes,  eUimsd  to  ba  in  barnion;. 
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At  the  same  time  be  writes  to  the  archimandritea  of  Con- 
stantinople <a  still  stronger  step  in  Bomo  respects),  and  coin*j 
plaine  of  Anatolins  having  given  no  Bign,  as  if  there  had 
no  scandals  connected  with  Constantinople,  or  'as  if  the 
merit  of  a  bishop  were  not  to  be  demonstrated  principally 
from  here.' 

Leo  eeema  to  have  had  no  fear  that  he  vasTphicing  the 
canflQ  nearest  to  his  heart,  the  maintenance]!of  the  '  peerless 
sacrament  of  the  faith/  in  any  jeopardy.  If  |ever  there  was  a 
case  in  which  the  authority  of  the  Apostolic  Soe  needed  to 
come  forward,  it  was  bore,  and  if  ever  there  was  one  case 
more  than  another  in  which  that  authority  was  used  with 
holy  boldneHS  and  singleness  of  aim,  it  was  this.  The  result 
was  everything  that  could  l>e  wished.  Leo  wrote  in  July, 
and  at  the  end  of  tho  month  Thoodosius  suddenly  died.  The 
legates  appear  to  have  acted  promptly,  and  in  November  the 
Empress  Palcheria  was  able  to  announce  to  Leo  that  *  Ana- 
tolius  embraces  the  apostolical  confession  of  your  letters,'  and 
has  without  delay  signed  the  dogmatic  epistle  to  Flaviao, 
which  she  calls  '  the  letter  of  the  Catholic  faith.' 

Xm.  Anatolius'  letters  to  Leo  are  unfortunately  lost. 
Leo  answered  him^  and  congratulated  him,  and,  after  giving 
directions  about  the  reception  of  such  bishops^as  had  given 
way  at  the  Latrocioium,  he  says,  '  the  favour  of  communion 
with  us  is  to  be  neither  harshly  domed  nor  rashly  bestowed.' 
He  says  that  he  hod  received  Eusebius  into  communion,  and 
therefore  requests  Anatohus  to  have  Eusebius*  Church  taken 
care  of,  and  desires  that  all  should  know  that  AnatoUuB  hM 
been  received  into  communion  with  Borne,  *  that  those  who 
serve  our  God  may  rejoice  that  your  peace  has  been  concluded 
with  the  Apoitoiic  See.'  He  further  tells  the  emperor  *  that  be 
has  directed  the  legates  to  co-operate  with  Anatoh'uB,  and  in 
another  letter  *  he  tells  Anatolius  that  he  joins  him  with  them 
in  the  execution  of  his  decree,'^  and  gives  his  directions  abont 
the  lapsed  bishops  in  general  and  the  leaders  in  particulu*. 


*  '  Aut  non  hioo  prtMipno  fooril  moritum  dtnoutnndnm.* 
'  Ep.  lixt.  •  Ep.  Ixxxiti.  '  £^1.  Inn. 

*  ■  ExMattoocm  noatm  dispositJooiB.'    (CI.  tb»  oit  o(  ditpo»%tio  for  aa  i 
petial  edieL) 
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As  regards  tho  latter,  if  tlicy  repent  he  *  reserves  *  their  case 
•for  tlie  nmturer  eoiinsels  of  the  Apostolic  See," '  and  lids 
Anatolinft' to«triT6  to  execute  such  things  a£  befit  the  Church 
of  God  '  in  union  with  his  own  legates. 

At  the  same  time,  as  if,  in  God's  providence,  history  was 
to  settle  for  those  who  search  it  the  lines  of  Papal  jurisdiction, 
St.  Leo  exercised  the  same  authority  over  the  members  of  the 
Archdiocese  of  Constantinople  that  ZozimiiK  did  over  Africa. 
Two  Constantinopolitan  priests  had  repaired  to  Rome  to  clear 
thomselves  of  suspicion  as  to  heresy,  and  Leo  sent  them  back, 
saying  that  '  at  great  cost  tht-y  had  opened  their  hearts  to 
[literally  in]  the  Apostolic  See,  and  shown  that  they  receive 
nothing  save  what  we,  hy  thf  Uaehin»j  of  the  TL'ty  Sjtirtt,  have 
both  learned  and  teach  ; '  and  he  exhorts  Anatolius  to  assist 
them,  aa  '  being  adorned  with  the  favour  of  ApoetoUcal  com- 
munion,* i.e.  communion  with  the  Apostolic  See. 

It  is  difficult  to  imagine  a  more  perfect  anticipation  of 
Catholic  ecclesiastical  life  in  the  nineteenth  century.  And  bo 
feir  there  is  not  a  solitary  protest  reconled,  not  a  distant  idea 
that  St.  Leo  was  doing  more  than  exercising  his  i)roper  pre- 
rogative in  a  natural  way,  and  ful^ling  the  responsibilities  of 
his  sacred  and  divinely  instituted  office. 

XIV.  A  very  imixjrtant  step  was  now  taken  by  the  new 
archbishop.  Fur  the  second  time  he  called  together  his 
*  home-synod,' '  and  the  bishops  not  merely  themselves  signed 
the  Tomo  or  letter  to  Flavian,  but  sent  it  to  the  absent 
metropolitans. 

Abuudius.  the  Papal  legate,  thereupon  returned  from  Con* 
stantinople,  and  obtained,  ui  accordance  with  the  request 
of  Leo,  the  subscription  of  the  Metropolitan  of  Milan  and  hia 
synod  to  the  Pope's  dogmatic  epistle.  The  same  had  already 
been  obtained  from  the  provinces  of  Gaul. 

So  that  this  letter  to  Flavian,  which  bad  been  suppressed 
at  the  Robber  Conncil,  had  now  received  the  signatures  of  well- 
nigh  the  whole  Christian  world.  It  was  issued  aij  an  ex  cathedrd 
pronouncement  on  the  part  of  tho  Pope  ;  it  had  now  bceu  re- 
ceived as  the  dogmatic  expression  of  Christian  belief  at  Con- 

'  Ibid,  e,  ii. 

*  C«nii«ting  of  tli«  biahopt  at  und  wroDnd  Conitantinopl*. 
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stantinople,  at  Antioch,'  and  in  the  entire  West.  No  bishop 
who  had  signed  it  could  henceforth  treat  its  teaching  as  an 
open  question ;  it  only  remained  to  usue  a  definition  in  accord- 
ance with  it,  and  to  induce  the  Egyptians  to  withdraw  their 
complicity  with  Dioscorus  and  his  teachii^,  and  to  arrange  the 
return  of  the  lapsed  but  penitent  bishops.  St.  Leo  had 
already  laid  down  the  conditions  of  their  return,  but  had 
made  an  exception  in  the  case  of  the  ringleaders  at  Ephesus. 
This,  however,  he  also  eventually  left  to  the  discretion  of  the 
council  on  application  from  Fulcheria." 

Such  were  the  circumstances  under  which  Anatolius,  the 
Bishop  of  Constantinople,  took  his  seat  at  the  Council  of 
Cbalcedon. 

'  Z,eonis  Bp.  oiv.  *  Ep.  Ixxxt. 
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CHAPTER  XXm. 

THS  DBPOSITZOK   OF   DtOSCORCS. 

I.  Tbs  great  council  met,  not,  as  waa  originally  intended^ 
at  Nicfea,  but  at  Chalcodon,  in  order  that  the  emperor  might 
attend  to  his  imperial  affairs  and  yet  be  near  at  band  in 
case  of  need.  And  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  it  was 
sammoned  for  the  reversal  of  the  Ephe»ine  catastrophe.  The 
Robber  Synod  of  Epheaua  had  acquitted  Eutychea,  and 
grounded  its  acquittal  on  his  agreement  with  St.  Cyril ;  it 
had  condemned  Flavian,  his  archbishop,  on  the  false  Buppo- 
sition  that  he  di£Fered  from  Cyiil,  and  so  from  the  Nicone 
Fathers.  6nt,  on  the  other  hand,  St.  Leo  had  conhrmed  the 
condemnation  of  Eutychee  by  the  previous  Sjiiod  of  Constan- 
tinople, and  there  was  an  end  of  that  matter.  His  jiosition 
as  a  heretic  vas  assumed  thronghont.  Bnt  the  condem- 
nation of  Flavian  and  the  pret4.^nded  agreement  of  Eatyches 
with  St.  Cyril  had  to  ho  dealt  with  ;  and  the  Patriarch  of 
Alexandria  had  to  be  condemned,  if  be  continued  obdnrate  to 
the  last.  St.  Leo  had  cherished  hopes  of  his  repentance,  and 
aooordingly  had  devolved  upon  the  council  the  duty  of  de- 
poning him  in  case  only  of  liis  continued  obduracy  ;  in  case 
of  his  repentance  the  matter  would  have  to  be  referred  again 
to  the  Apostolic  See.' 

It  was  not  enough,  then,  for  the  council  to  signify  its 
adhesion  to  the  Tome  of  St.  Leo.  It  must  also  make  it  plain 
that  its  adhesion  included  the  clear  perception  that  the  two 
great  letters  of  St.  Cyril,  confirmed  by  the  General  Council  of 
Epheaus  (which  included  the  Pope  by  representation  and  by 

'  '  B«Mrv&d  for  th«  muturer  oouru«lB  of  ttu  Apo«U>)io  S«t '  {Ep.  Ixxxr.) 
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his  subfteqnont  confirmation  of  the  Acta)  were  not  iii  contra- 
diction  with  iliv  Tome  which  they  subscribed,  nor  the  Tome 
Id  contrftdicUon  with  them.' 

Further,  it  was  left  to  the  coancil  to  draw  np  some  sliort 
definition  which  would  serve  as  a  test  of  ortliodoxy  on  the 
puiut  in  question.  St.  Leo's  Tome  was  uot  intended  for  that ; 
it  snpplied  the  tuttop,'  the  mould  and  the  malcria].  the  neces* 
sary  norm  and  measaring-Une,  but  not  a  definition  adapted 
for  practical  purposes  :  this  would  be  best  effected  in  a  coan- 
cil, after  an  investigation  and  exposition  of  the  needs  of  the 
case. 

Again,  St.  Leo  had  left  it  to  the  council  to  deal  with  the 
eaeoe  of  those  bishops  who  had  been  illegitimatety  oxtruded 
from  then  sees,  and  whose  cases  could  now  in?  luard  in  per- 
son— such  as  Euscbius  and  Theodoret ;  and  the  cases  of  tboee 
bishops  wlio  had  subscribed  tho  condemnation  of  Flavian  by 
putting  their  aiKnaturea  to  a  blank  paper. 

Such  was  the  work  before  the  coancil.    It  met  in  the 
Church  of  St.  Euphemia,  on  whose  iutercesBions  the  bishoi 
avowed  their  rehance,  and  on  whose  altar  they  placed  thei 
definition,  that  it  might  l>e  presented  before  saints  and  angeli 
and  to  Almighty  God,  by  her  intercessory  mediation. 

There   were  at  least  GOO  bisbojw  present,   the  larf 
number  that  had  yet  met  together.    They  wero,  abnoet  to  a 
man,  Eastern  prelates.     The  scene  of  their  mooting  is  d< 
scribed  in  glowing  terms  by  Evagrius,  and  is  to  this  day  on«J 
of  the  most  exquisite  spots  in  that  beautiful  region. 

n.  Dioscorus  at  once  took  his  scat  as  Archbishop  of  Alexan-j 
dria.    He  had  just  before  gatht- red  together  ten  bishops  and  exe- 
cuted the  farce  of  excommunicating  St.  Leo — an  act  of  madneea, 
which  eventunlly  afforded  the  bishops  their  chief  ground  for 
deciding  upon  his  impenitence,  and  in  conseqnence  for  carry- 

■  It  u  fanportant  to  remember  thia,  beeaoM  eota«  wriUn.  in  fliytling  with 
th«  szeUauUioiu  ol  the  buliops  Murine  the  eouneil  concerning  Cjril.  iu«m  tftj 
iDlK|[ine  that  tfaejr  were  quoting  CttiI  siinpljr,  na  the  aothorilj  before  whieb 
tbej  bow«d  ;  indved.  they  eren  nppow  thftt  th«  bkbopt  put  llic  aaLbcHlr  ol 
Cjril  on  n  pftT  wilb  that  of  L«o.  Bat  it  w»s  h«c«aM  OyrH't  onhoUatj  h«d 
been  ratoblUtiDd  bj;  Popa  ttnd  MODoQ,  putttoululr  by  Oolntinii  snd  Ststaa  (irtio 
&re  expreisly  raentioned  -ef.  fUth  tmiian),  tb>i  bia  •utborily  u  qoot«d. 

•£p.  oi.    AnaUM  ad  iMium. 
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ing  oat  tbo  nontence  of  Leo,  committed  to  their  charge. 
WTfaether  by  this  means  be  thouf^ht  tn  make  it  technically 
impoBsibte  for  the  legates  to  sit  and  condemn  him.  or  wbeUier 
he  acted  out  of  mere  hramdn,  and  by  way  of  iiistiU  to  the 
Apostolic  See,  it  is  impossible  Co  say.  He  now  sat  down  in 
the  place  of  honour,  aa  the  occupant  of  the  second  see  in 
Ghrifit«ndom. 

But  tbo  Papal  legates  intcrroned,  and  rcfnaed  to  proceed 
until  Dioscorua  was  removed  from  the  seat  be  had  occupied. 
They  wished  him  to  go  out.  They  held  a  commission  (said 
Pasohaainus)  '  from  the  moat  holy  and  most  a])ostoltc  Bishop 
of  Home,  who  ia  the  bead  of  all  Churches,  to  see  that  Dioe- 
coruB  should  have  no  Beat  in  the  council.'  When  questioned 
further,  the  legates  said  that  Dioscorua  'had  dared  to  arrange' 
a  synod  without  leave  from  the  Apostohc  throne.' 

The  imperial  commistiioucrs  wished  to  resist  this  decision 
of  the  legates,  but  hi  vniii.  They  hat!  to  ubey  '  the  bead  of  all 
ChorcheB,'  and  cause  Dioscorus  to  leave  his  place.  His  pre- 
Bence,  however,  was  requirod,  and  he  was  therefore  allowed  to 
Bit  in  the  middle,  without,  that  itj  to  say,  a  »eat  as  a  consti- 
tuent member  of  the  synod,  which  waH  the  gist  of  the  legates' 
demand.  There  he  maintained  that  Flavian  was  nghtly  con- 
demned by  the  council  which  the  Emperor  Thcodosius  had 
convoked  at  Epheeua.  His  position  really  was  that  the 
imjierial  supremacy  was  sufficient  for  tlie  case,  and  that 
Flavian  was  involved  in  hereny. 

Accordingly  the  Acts  of  the  Robber  Synod  were  read.  In 
these  the  name  of  Thootloret  occurred,  who  had  been  deposed 
by  Dioscorua.  Theoduret  was  called  for,  aud  he  presently 
entered.  A  scene  of  tumultuous  confusion  ensued.  The 
Egyptian  bishops  saw  in  Theodoret  only  the  enemy  of  St. 
Cyril.  They  shouted  and  protested,  and  maiutaiued  that  tu 
admit  Theodoret  uito  the  assembly  was  to  cast  out  Cyril, 
whom  Theodoret  had  once  anathematised.  The  statement, 
which  the  commissioners  aud  senate  made,  that  Leo  had  rein- 


*  rmqffci.  I  have  tnuutlAt«d  tlie  wonl  ■  arrftiigii,'  u  being  ft  term  wbiob  u 
both  oorend  bjr  tbo  Greelc  word,  uud  which  6tfi  in  witli  th«  fncU  of  Uie  oou. 
8t'  Lm  bftd  Mnt  Itigsles,  bat  Piotcorus  took  precedence  ot  tbcm  bjr  order  of  Uu 
tfrnptror,  or  with  his  coDsent.    This  waa  hii  sin  tn  Uie  matter. 
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stalcil  liim  in  his  bishopric,  and  that  the  emperor  had  ordoroil 
his  presoncG,  availed  nothing  for  awhile  with  these  Egyptiaii 
partisans.  They  wero  farioua  at  tho  idea  of  one  who  had 
»iiH,t]it>matiRpd  their  fornior  holy  patriiirch,  appearing  in  the 
conndl  in  the  character  of  bishop.  They  cared  for  neither 
Pope  or  emperor,  nor  for  the  Patriarch  of  Autioch,  who  had 
likewise  testified  to  the  orthodoxy  of  Tlioodorfit ;  they  believod 
them  all  to  bo  unaware  of  the  true  character  of  the  miuL. 
They  were  calmed,  however,  by  the  compromise  of  admit 
his  pre&ence  on  the  understanding  that  liis  sitting  as  acct 
should  not  prejudice  the  question  of  his  proper  place  in  thft^ 
synod,  which  could  be  settled  afterwards,  as  was  in  fact  done 
in  Theodorct's  favour. 

The  pith  of  the  accusation  now  brought  against  Dioscoms 
lay  in  the  fact  that  he  had  suppressed  the  Tome  of  Leo; 
and  he  jwrsisted  throiij-hout  that  Flavian  was  rightly  coo-^ 
demned,  because  he  hod  said  that  'after  the  union'  (i.e. 
Incarnation)  '  there  were  two  natures  in  Christ/  Diowoi 
and  his  party  were  willing  to  acknowledge  that  Christ  wbbI 
*of  two  natures,'  but  not  that  there  '  are  two  natures*  in] 
Him.' 

The  obduracy,  therefore,  of  Dioscorus  being  duly  esta- 
bUshod,  it  only  remained  to  pronounce  sentence,  in  accord- 
ance with  St.  Leo's  direction,  in  canonical  form — which,  how- 
ever, was  deferred  for  another  session.  The  Oriental  bishc 
i.e.  those  in  tbe  pulriarchate  of  Antioch,  were  in  favour  uf  ad' 
the  leaders  of  the  Bobber  Synod  being  included  in  the  con- 
demnation of  Dioscorus,  but  on  the  Illyrian  bishops  exclaim-j 
ing,  '  We  have  all  erred :  we  aU  ask  for  pardon.'  it 
decided,  for  the  present,  thai  Dioscorus  alone  should  suffer 
deposition. 

Mlieu  the  bishops  reassembled,  neither  Dioscorus  nor  the 
imperial  commissioners  made  their  appearance  ;  the  lattert 
because  the  deposition  of  a  bishop  was  so  completely  the  affair 
of  the  spiritualty,  and  the  former,  doubtless,  because  he  had 
clearly  seen  how  things  were  going.  Eusebius  of  Doryleom, 
who  had  been  *  deposed '  by  the  Bobber  Synod,  now  preferred 
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his  complaint  aptainst  Dioscoras,  and  the  latter  was  aooordinc^y 
sommoned  in  the  usunl  way  to  attend  the  synod.  Meanwhile, 
three  dories  of  Alexandria  and  a  layman  wore  admitted  to  the 
eynod,  to  prefer  their  several  complaints  against  their  patri- 
arch. These  petitions  were  each  ono  of  them  addressed  '  to 
the  (EeumenU-nl  A  rckhiHhap  niul  Pairiarck  of  great  Rome,  Leo, 
and  to  the  holy  and  (Ecnmenical  Synod.'  They  revealed  the 
fact  that  Bioscorua  was  a  man  of  notoriously  loose  morality 
and  intolerably  overbearing  temper.  The  priest  from  Alex- 
andria concluded  by  saying  to  the  bifihops,  '  I.  mi»orabIe 
Athanasius,  presbyter  of  the  most  renowned  city  of  Alexandria, 
hare  presente<l  these  petitions  to  the  most  holy  fTlmmenical 
ArchhUhop  and  Patriarch  Leo,  and  to  the  moat  holy  (Ecume- 
nical Conncii  of  holy  fathers  and  Bishops.'  The  layman 
Sophi-onins  concluded  in  the  aame  way.^  These  petitions, 
ihus  adtircRsed,  were  ordered  to  be  inserted  in  the  Acts,  and 
read  to  Dioacorus  in  case  he  came  to  the  synod.  But  Dio9- 
coms,  Ulie  Nestorias,  rofused  to  obey  the  somtnons,  saying 
that  he  '  adhered  to  what  ho  had  previously  said,'  thus  con- 
feesing  his  obstinate  perseverance,  and  bringing  himself  nnder 
the  condemnation  of  Leo. 

HI.  The  sentence  was  forthwith  pronounced  by  Pascha- 
Binas,  at  the  desire  of  the  bishops.  Julian,  Bishop  of  Hypepffi, 
not  merely  concnrred  with  the  rest  in  calling  on  Paschasinos 
to  give  the  sentence,  but  made  the  following  short  speech  : — 
'Holy  fathers,  listen.  Siiice  in  the  metropolis  of  Ephesua 
DioscoruB  held  the  authority '  (from  the  emperor)  *  for  judging 
between  holy  Flavian  and  the  most  religious  Bishop  Euscbius' 
(on  the  one  hand>  *  and  Eutychea '  (on  the  other),  'and  issued 
a  thoroughly  iniquitous  judgment,  himself  first  pronouncing 
^ftn  unjust  sentence,  and  then  forcing  the  rest  to  follow  him — 
now  your  holiness  holds  tho  authority  of  the  most  holy  Leo; 
and  all  the  holy  synod,  gathered  together  according  to  the 
will  of  God  and  the  decree  of  oar  most  pious  emperor  knows, 


■  Mr.  Oore  (IHid.  of  Chr.  Bio^. -p.  668]  hiXnAm  te  these  addreae«a  u  tho 
'  Mtpnuiont  of  iixlIvJdnAlB,'  m  thnagh  thi>j  "KCTe  nothinj;  further.  It  mast  be 
r«D«iDb«i«d  Itut  these  {jctitionere  were  eadeavooring  to  iDgratiRto  thenuelveS) 
not  with  St.  Leo,  but  with  tho  oooocil,  and  tlut  tb«  coacoil  was  prepared  to 
Qia  their  petitiona  &a  evldanee.     The  eonteit  makoa  Lh«ir  use  emphfttic. 
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as  does  your  holiness,  all  that  was  done  in  Ei^esaa;  anc 
Pioscoruit  iias  been  thrice  summoned  and  voold  in  no 
obey.  Wc  ask  your  liolinees,  therefore,  who  holds,  or  mtber  | 
joui-  holinesfles '  (i.e.  the  other  legates),  •  who  hold  the  place  of 
the  mofit  holy  Pope  Leo,  to  promulgate  and  ibsue  against  him' 
(viz.  Dioacorua)  *  the  sentence  contained  in  the  canons.  For 
we  all,  and  the  uhole  oecumenical  synod,  are  of  one  nund 
with  your  holincfts.' 

The  whole  assembly  reiterated  its  ^lerfect  oneness  of  mind 
with  PaHchosinuB. 

Lot    lis    pause    for  a  moment.      The  wh<^e  enormoos 
assembly  of  Eastern  bishops  can  hear  St.  Leo  addressed  by 
the  Alexandrian  dories  as  the  '  oeeumenical  *  archbisbop  jwr ' 
exceUenee,  and  not  a  word  of  protest,  but  the  letters  are  plaeeij 
in  ibe  archives  for  use  in  the  tremendous  scene  that  is  Iteingj 
now  enaoted  —  nothing  less  than  the  deposition  of  the  ocoupanfc 
of  the  second  see  in  Christendom. 

Again,  the  deposition  of  the  Patriarch  of  Alexandria  is| 
yielded  by  the  8\niod  to  the  legates  on  the  ground  tbat  they 
hold  the  authority  of  Leo.    The  authority  of  the  synod  in 
Chalcedon  is  said  to  difer  truui  that  of  the  nynod  of  Epbosnaj 
under  Dioscoros,  in   deriving  from   the   Biahop  of    Rome*] 
who,  through    his   legates,  is  present  at    the    synod,   ant 
forma  a  constituent  iieceseary  and  sovereign  element  of  tl 
assembly. 

Nothing  in  the  life  of  the  Church  oonld  reqnire  a  m< 
sovereign  act  of  jurisdiction  than  the  depoaition  of  the  Arch* 
bishop  of  Alexandria.  St.  Athanasius  tells  us  how  St.  JuUotg 
in  the  last  century  said  tbat  the  canons  re<juircd  thai 
matters  concerning  the  deposition  of  an  iVlcxandrian  arch* 
bishop  should  bo  referred  to  Rome,  that  '  a  just  judgment 
may  be  i&eued  thence.'  8t.  Athauasius,  Bishop  of  Alexandria, 
had  been  deposed  by  a  synod  with  the  authority  of  the 
emperor.  But  the  Pope  treated  the  depobition  as  onll  and 
void,  reopened  the  question,  and  aeqniited  Athanasius.  In 
the  CAsc  of  Dioscoras,  a  Bishop  of  AlexAndria  wa«  uow 
being  deposed,  and  tlie  whole  Church  accepted  bis  depontion. 
But  he  was  deposed  by  the  authority  of  the  Bee  of  81. 
Peter,  whoee  agent  was  the  synod  of  bishops,  inclnding  Ibe 
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representative  of  the  ApofltoUe  Sne.  If  anyone  doubts 
this,  let  him  ponder  the  following  Rentence,  adopted  by  the 
council.' 

Pasohasinus,  Lucentius  (bishops),  and  Bonifiice  (priest), 
'  holding  *  (as  the  Acts  say)  '  the  place  of  the  most  holy  and 
blesMd  Leo,  Archbishop  of  the  Apostolic  Bee  of  greafc  and 
older  Rome,'  stood  up  and  prononnced  the  sentence  of  deposi- 
tion on  the  following  grounds  : 

1.  'Becanee  Dioscorus  on  his  own  authority  received  Euty- 
cbes,  of  one  mind  with  Iiim,  into  communion  when  he  had 
been  canonically  condemned  by  his  own  arehbiahop '— *  this 
he  did  before  he  sat  in  council  with  the  bishops  at  Bphesus.' 

2.  'The  ApostoLicr  See  baa  pardoned  the  other  bishops.' 
They  acted  under  corapolsiou,  and  they  have  repented  and 
have  '  continued  to  adhere'  to  the  most  holy  Archbishop  Leo 
and  the  holy  and  (Kcumenical  Council.'  (How  could  the 
•Apostolic  See '  be  said  by  an  cecumenical  synod  to  have  '  par- 
doned' bishops,  unless  that  synod  held  that  the  said  see 
represented  '  the  prince  and  head  of  the  Apostles '  ?  And 
what  obedience  could  Eastern  bishops  owe  to  Leo,  except  on 
the  supposition  that  he  was  the  '  cecnmenical  archbishop '  ?) 

But  lUoscorus  '  has  continued  to  boast  over  those  things 
on  account  of  which  he  ought  to  groan  and  throw  himself  on 
to  the  ground.'  (So  that  his  obstinacy,  which  Leo  mentioned 
as  necessai'y  to  be  eatablished  before  he  was  finally  con- 
demned, was  substantiated.) 

8.  He  did  not  allow  the  Tome  of  Leo  to  be  read — '  which 
not  being  read,  the  Holy  Churches  of  God  throughout  the 
world  have  suffered  scandal  and  injury.'  (Notice  the  relation 
of  the  Papal  utterance  to  the  whole  Church  of  God.) 

All  this,  however  (they  say),  might  have  been  pardoned. 
But  this  was  not  all.     The  climax  was  reached  when^ 

4.  *  He  presumed  to  issue  an  excommunication  against  the 
most  holy  and  blessed  Archbishop  of  Greater  Bome.' 

5.  Lastly,  he  liad  rendered  himself  technically  liable  to 
dei>osition,  for  he  refused  to  appear  when  thrice  summoned 
to  a  synod.  (St.  Athanaaius  also  refused  to  appear  wlien 
sommoned  to  a  synod ;  but  it  had  been  convoked  by  the 

■  MaitBi,  t.  Tj.  p.  1046.  *  Ui^w^. 
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omporor   without    the  consent  of  the  Pope,  as  the  Eastern 
historionB  notice  in  condemning  it.) 

'  Wherefvre  Leu,  the  moat  holy  and  blessed  Archbtsbop  of 
great  ami  older  Rome,  hy  ua  and  by  the  present  holy  synod,! 
together  with  the  thrice  bleRsed  and  worthy  of  all  praise,  tho 
blessed  ApoBtle  Peter,  who  is  the  rock  and  foundation  of  th« 
CathoUc  Church,  and  iho  foundattoa  of  the  orthodox  futb« 
has  stripped  him  of  his  episcopate  and  deprived  him  of  all 
Bacerdotal  dignity.  Y^erefore  this  great  synod  will  decree 
what  ia  according  to  the  canons.' 

AnatoliuB  signed  iirst,  saying  that  '  he  agreed  in  all  things 
with  the  Apostolic  throne.'  Dioacorus  had  disobeyed  the 
canone  of  the  holy  Fathers  and  had  refused  to  obey  the  three- 
fold summons. 

MaximuB  of  Antioch  recorded  bis  agreement  with  Leo 
and  An  a  toll  us. 

Diogenes,  Bishop  of  Cyzicum,  'consented  to  those  things 
which  had  been  decreed  by  the  moet  holy  and  blessed  Iloman 
Archbishop  Leo,'  and  by  Anatolius  and  the  present  holy  and 
oecimituiual  synod. 

One  bishop  calls  the  meeting  '  your  angelical  meeting.' 

In  the  vursiuu  of  this  ueiitence  which  Leo  himself  sent  to 
the  Gallic  bishops  the  indictment  against  DioBcorus  that  he 
had  '  excommunicated  '  the  Pope  ia  omitted,  as  was  natural ; 
otherwise  the  differences  are  purely  verbal.' 

The  sentence,  however,  as  cuiumunicated  tu  DiusconUp' 
did  not  give  the  bishope'  reasons  in  full,  but  merely  meuiioDed 
the  technical  point  of  his  disobedience  to  the  Bummoua  of  the 
synod,  besides  *  his  other  offences.' 

Bat  in  their  official  report  to  the  emperor,'  which  is  of  the 
highest  importance,  they  give  the  grounds  of  their  condam- 
nation  in  full. 

First,  Dioscorus  had  prevented  the  Pope's  letter  to  Flavian 
being  read  at  Kpheaua. 

Kext,  he  had  restored  Eutyches,  *  sick  uith  the  impie^ 
of  the  Mauiuha^ans,'  to  his  priesthood  and  position  in  his 

'  Ur.  Gor«  onlU  thla  reraion  '  widely  difforent.'    But  &  «omp*ii«OD  of  Um 
two  tint  by  Udo  will  convince  Uw  rtader  tUat  thU  is  not  oottmL 
■  Hun.  L  vl.  p  lOOS. 
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monastery  '  after  the  Bishop  of  Home  had  decreed  what  teas 
Htting,  and  had  condemned  the  perjidy  of  Entychos  in 
Haying, "  I  confess,  indeed,  that  our  Lord  Jesus  ('hri&t  was  of 
(iK)  two  natures  before  the  union,  but  that  thero  was  one 
nature  after  the  union."  ' 

The  quotation  is  from  the  Tome  of  Leo,  and  shows  that 
they  understood  the  latter  part  of  the  Tome  as  a  juridical 
sentence.  DioBcorus  liad  seen  this  senteneo  which  the  Pope 
passed  on  Eutyclies,  and  had  suppreiiHed  the  Tome  in  which 
it  occurs. 

Thirdly,  hii>  miscondact  to  EusebiuB  of  Corylffium  was 
scandalous. 

Fourthly,  he  had  received  into  communion  thoMi!  who 
had  been  put  out  of  communion,  thereby  offending  against 
the  canon  which  'teaches  that  those  who  are  excommuni- 
cated by  one  should  not  be  received  into  communion  with 
others.' 

But  all  this  (the  synod  says)  mi;;ht  have  been  forgiven; 
in  fact,  the  Pope  had  expressly  said  that  a  door  of  repentance 
was  to  be  left  to  the  last.  But  Dioscorus  (probably  just 
before  the  council  actually  met)  gathered  together  ten  blHliops 
and  induced  them  to  execute  the  farce  of  excommunicating 
St.  Leo  liimself.  This  was  the  climax  of  hia  madncKs.  And 
so  the  synod  continues  to  report  to  his  Imperial  Majesty  by 
saying  that — 

Fifthly,  *  beyond  all  this,  he  has  also  opened  his  mouth 
like  ft  mad  dog  against  the  Apostolic  See  itself,  and  haa 
endeavoured  to  effect  letters  of  excommunic-ation  against  the 
most  holy  and  blessed  Pope  Leo,  and— 

Lastly,  '  has  persisted  in  his  iniquities  and  been  obstinate 
against  the  holy  and  (ecumenical  flynod,  refusing  to  anower  to 
various  accusations  brought  against  him.' 

He  remains,  therefore  (so  they  wrote  to  tlio  Empress 
Palcheria),  '  a  pillar  of  salt,  and  the  rulers  of  the  various 
Churches  have  regained  their  sees,  Christ  our  Lord  having 
prosperously  diiected  their  course,  ^Vho  shows  the  truth  in 
the  wonderful  Leo — for  as  He  used  the  sapient  Peter,  bo  He 
uses  also  this  champion  of  the  truth'  (*ita  et  isto  utitur 
aasertore  *)»  viz.  h&o. 
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Snch  is  the  verdict  of  the  great  £a.siern  Synod,  viz.  that 
St.  Peter  is  the  rock  in  Malt,  x^i.,'  and  that  Leo  takes  ike 
place,  in  tho  Church's  goTernment  of  souls,  of  the  Ueesed 
Apostle  Peter,  being  the  Vicar  of  Christ  in  his  direction 
of  the  Church — a  stntemenl  which  b  correctly  sununed  ap 
in  the  more  modem  phrase  '  Papal  supremacy/  or  *  infolH- 
biUty.' 

rV.  In  the  session  which  followed,  the  imperial  conums- 
sioners,  who,  although  not  presidents  in  tlie  ecclesiastical  sense 
of  thfi  tc^rm,  arranged  the  external  onler  of  the  assembly,, 
bronght  forward  the  question  of  the  faith  in  which  the  body  ol 
bishops  were  now  to  proclaim  their  unity.  Dioaooms,  if  this 
is  the  third  session,  had  now  been  deposed,  and  the  case  of 
assistants  in  the  liobber  Council — viz.  Juvenal  of  Jei 
and  four  other  bishops — had  yet  to  be  dealt  with.  None  of 
these  were  present  at  this  session.  Thu  businLSg  before 
bishops  was,  according  to  the  coDunitisi oners,  that  of  ^ex-* 
pounding  tlie  faith  purely ; '  and  the  object  in  view  waa  that 

*  those  who  seem  not  to  have  held  the  same  ideas  as  all  thej 
rest  fihould  ht  bronght  back  to  uiiitif  of  mind  by  Iht  full 
ledge  {hri'iva><rt,t)  qf  the  trnth,  for  the  lord  of  the  earth  bol< 
aa  we  do,  the  faith  handed  down  b)*  the  918  Fathers  at  Nic 
and  the  150,  and  by  the  rest  of  the  most  holy  and  gloriot 
Fathers.' 

ThiH  description  of  the  business  before  the  meeting  is  of 
great  importance  for  understanding  what  follows.  It  was  the 
'  pure  faith  '  which  was  to  bind  the  bishops  ti^ther;  and  tlie 
comuiisfiiuucrs  themselves  hml  no  doubt  as  to  what  that  pc 
faith  was.     It  was  no  open  question.     Those  who  were  to 

*  bronght  back  *  were  the  bishops  who  had  acquitted  Eutyches 
and  condemned  Flavian,  asserting  tliat  FluWan  liad  oonUm- 
vened  and  Eutyches  had  accepted  the  Nicene  Creed.  By 
voting  for  tho  condemnation  of  Flavian  they  bad  seemed  to 
hold  ideas  which  were  at  variance  with  tlic  meaning  of  Uie 
Nicene  Creed,  as  interpreted  by  the  Council  of  Ephe«us  and 
by  Leo.  But  the  emperor  (said  the  commisaionerB)  held  to 
the  Nicune  and  ConstantinopoUtau  Creeil  as  iuterpretod  by 
the  present  Pope. 
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On  the  mention  of  the  emperor'a  faith  in  the  Ntcene 
Creod,  all  agreed  by  acclamation  that  they  held  no  other  faith 
thou  that  of  NicfDa,  Constaiitmoplo,  and  F.phesus. 

So  far  all  was  well ;  hot  a  Eiitychian  could  any  that. 
Accordingly,  Cecropius  of  iiebastopol  rose  and  introduced  the 
real  subject  before  them.  Ha  said  that  besides  thet^e  declara- 
tions of  faith,  the  matter  conceining  Eutyches  had  aiison. 
and  that  a  dogmatic  decision  had  been  given  by  the  most  holy 
archbishop  in  Home,  '  And  wc  follow  him,  and  have  all  sub- 
scribed his  letter.' 

The  bishops  exclaimed,  '  We  all  Bay  this :  the  exposi- 
tions given  are  sufficient;  it  is  not  in  onr  ixivrer  to  make 
another.* 

This  is  a  crucial  point  in  estimating  the  position  which 
St.  Leo's  letter  occupied  in  their  minds.  It  stood  on  a  level 
with  Ihoae  writings  which  had  been  accepted  by  the  previous 
councils.  It  had  not  been  s^iiodically  discussed ;  it  never 
was.  The  bishops  from  the  first  refused  to  discuss  its  con- 
tents in  open  synod.  'J'hcy  followed  L^o.  The_v  had  signed 
bis  letter,  and  that  was  enough.  Tboy  maintained  that  it 
was  not  open  to  them  to  make  anotltcr  exposition.  It  had 
not  yet  been  synorfically  accepted,  but  they  still  had  no  cause 
to  frame  auutber  exposition.' 

But  as  Bnsticus  in  the  next  century  annotates  the  bishops' 
acclamation,  it  was  not  the  case  that  quite  all  the  bishops  were 
satisticd  with  this.  The  great  majority  were  of  one  mind,  but 
it  could  not  be  taken  for  granted  that  every  one  of  them  was 
agreed  with  the  rest.  Accordingly  the  commisKioners  pro* 
poaed  that  the  patriarchs  of  each  of  the  provinces  should,  with 
one  or  two  b'om  each  province,  pass  into  the  middle  and  de- 
liberate in  common  concerning  the  faith,  bo  that  if  there 
should  be  any  difference  of  opinion,  which  they  thought  there 
eoultl  not  be,  that  difference  might  be  clearly  expressed. 

The  bishops,  however,  refused  to  do  this.  They  were 
htisfied  with  things  as  they  were.  They  flatly  refiised  to 
make  out  any  written  formulary,  for  those  already  tn  exist- 
ence were  sufficient.     They  liad  already  agreed  to  Cecropius' 

■  It  wiu  <Uie7  said)  Xiea's  imUmou  (r^t)  which  JObda  it  mm&unuy. 
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fltfttement  that  tbe  Pope's  dogmatic  interpretation  sufficed  for 
the  i!ialycbiau  matter. 

V.  But  Florentiue  of  Sardes  pleaded  that  *  a  certain 
should  be  given  so  that  ire  may  approach  the  truth  of 
matter  with  becoming  considcratiou,  although  most  certainlj 
as  concerns  ourselvcR,  who  have  subscribed  the  letter  of  the 
most  holy  Leo,  we  do  not  need  Betting  right.' 

He  considered,  and  very  properly,  after  the  circamstonces 
of  the  Bobber  Council,  that  Bomc  did  need  setting  right,  bat 
not  those  who  had  subscribed  to  tlio  letter  of  Leo. 

Cecropius,  accordingly,  proposed  that  the  decisiona  of  the 
818  FatberH  and  of  the  most  holy  Leu  be  read.     He  prefaced 
hiH  proposal  by  saying  tliat  '  the  faith  lias  been  well  disci 
by  the  i}18  holy  Fathers,  and  has  been  confirmed  by  the  bolj 
Fathers  Athanasius,  Cyril,  Celestiue,  Hilary,  Basil,  Gmgprj^ 
and  now  again  by  the  most  holy  Leo.' 

It  may  be  noticed  that  Leo  is  here  said  to  have  'con- 
firmed' the  faith  confessed  by  the  Nicene  Fathers,  which 
shon-s  that  nothing  can  be  argued  from  the  council  being 
said  to  confirm  the  letter  of  Leo  as  to  its  thinking  itself  a 
superior  court.  St.  Leo  was  not  superior  to  Uie  Nicene  iaiti 
nor  the  synod  to  Leo.  In  each  case  the  meaning  of  the  wc 
'  conlirmation  '  must  be  determined  by  the  context.  It 
be  seen  that  the  final  confirmation  by  Leo  was  certainly  that 
of  a  superior  authority. 

The  Niceuo  Creed  was  read,  and  amongst  the  exclamations 
that  burst  from  the  bisbopfi  were  snch  as  '  Pope '  Leo  so 
believes ! '  '  Cyril  so  believes  I '  The  great  point  in  their  mine 
wus  that  the  condemnation  of  Eutyches  did  not  involve 
condemnation  of  Cyril,  and  tbat,  therefore,  in  signing  tlie 
Tome  of  Leo  they  were  not  disagreeing  with  what  the  Church 
had  ah-eady  taught  through  St.  Cyril. 

Two  letters  of  Cyril  were  then  read;  the  first  on  the 
ground  that  it  had  been  confirmed  by  the  Council  of  Ephcsi 
and  the  second,  to  John  of  AiiLluch,  had  ua  a  matter  of 
been  sanctioned  by  Pope  and  emperor  and  the  whole  Church. 

'  i  niru,  th«  Pope  (MaoBi,  t.  vi.  p.  V66),  I  do  Dot  tuy  tamt  an  tlit  — „_ 
knicJt.  but  th«  oc«uit«dco  of  the  word  bj  wij  ol  coDtrut.  pjril  vm  aIm 
pop«,  but  the;  dxi  not  call  him  m>  ben. 
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After  this  thfi  bishops  a^ain  cried  out  that  '  This  is  the 
(aith  of  Leo,  the  archhishoi>^Leo  thus  belicves^Lto  and 
Anatolius  thus  believe  I '  No  one  who  considers  the  circom- 
stanccB  under  which  Anatolius  signed  the  Tome  of  Leo  will 
for  a  moment  suppose  that  Anatolius  is  placed  on  a  level  with 
Leo  by  Baj*i«g  that  they  believed  alike. 

Tliey  further  cried  out,  '  Aa  did  Cyril,  bo  do  we  all  bcheve ! ' 
and  'Leo  the  archbishop  thus  thhike,  tlius  believes,  thus 
wrote ! '  The  whole  contention  of  the  Eutychiang  had  been 
tliat  they  were  following  Cyril,  whose  letters  had  been  adopted 
by  the  whole  Chnreh.  The  ortliodox  bishopB  were,  therefore, 
anxioQB  to  emphasise  the  fact  that  in  subscribing  to  Leo's 
teachinR  they,  too,  were  not  divorcing  themselves  from  the 
doctrine  of  Cyril.  They  believed  both.  If  they  had  been 
asked.  Is  it  likely,  is  it  posaible  that  Leo  nnder  the  circum- 
stances couki  have  led  them  astray,  and  differed  from  those 
writiugB  of  Cyril  which  had  received  cccumenical  sauetiou  ? 
they  would  doubtless  have  replied  that  it  was  im^xisi^ible. 
But  this  was  not  the  question  l/efore  them.  They  were  only 
dealing  with  the  truth,  that  as  a  matter  of  fact  St.  Leo  did 
not  contradict  Cyril.  And  they  no  more  sat  in  judgment  on 
the  Pope  and  St.  Cyril  as  superiorfi  than  a  man  acts  as 
superior  to  St.  James  and  St.  Paul  when  he  declares  that 
they  do  not  coutmdict  one  another  in  their  dootrine  of  justifi* 
cation ;  neither  do  they  put  Ht.  Leo  on  the  Bame  official  level 
as  Kt.  CyriJ  by  mentioning  them  together,  any  more  than  a 
mail  would  equalise  St.  Paul  the  Apostle  and  a  Greek  poet,  if 
he  showed  that  the  Apostle  agreed  with  the  ^JOtt.  It  must 
bo  rememberedj  too,  that  St.  Cyril's  writings  had  Papal 
sanction. 

The  Tome  of  Leo  wea  now  read.  At  two  points,  such  waa 
the  stupidity  of  some  of  the  bishops  of  Ill5Tieum  and  Palestine 
(who  had  been  exposed  tu  adverse  influences)  that  they  could 
not  see  how  the  words  of  the  Tome  could  be  reconciled  with 
St.  Cyril's  teaching.  They  did  not  say  that  the  Tome  woa 
wrong,  but  they  did  not  see  their  way  to  reconcile  the  two.' 

'  Th«ir  diflietilly  was,  ilonbtleat,  todiBtiDgiush  ibe  two  ooocepts  of  '  nature  ' 
utd  '  pcnoD.'  eBpecioily  &b  ibcir  relstiooitliip  bid  been  expreBsed  in  Latin,  and 
bod  to  be    tntiidlabrd  inlo  Gr«ek.     Membcn  of  the  Cliurch  of  £n(;kn4l  ma.y 
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AetiiiB  the  archdeacon  ventured  to  show  the  bishops  that 
they  hati  forgotten  two  passages  in  St.  Cyril,  and  11ieo> 
doret  quoted  to  them  aome  words  of  the  saint.  Tlicy  were 
eatisfied  that  they  were  mistaken.  At  the  end  of  the 
reading  the  Inshopn  exclaimed,  *  Tliifl  is  the  ^Lh  of  the 
Fathfirs !  This  is  the  faith  of  the  Apostles !  .  .  .  Peter 
has  thus  spoken  by  Leo!  The  Apoatles  thus  taught  I  C^Til 
thus  tauglit !  ...  As  Catholics  we  hold  this !  .  .  ,  Why 
were  not  the^e  things  read  at  Ephesus  ?  Dioscoms  concealed 
thetic  thingB.' 

The  commiHsioners  and  senate  asked,  *  After  all  this,  who 
douhta  ?  • 

The  bishops  replied,  '  No  one  doubts.'  They  saw,  then,  in 
Leo's  dogmatic  epistle  the  teaching  of  the  Apoetlee.  but 
speoially  of  the  Apostle  Peter.  They  refused  to  oxamiue  the 
contents  of  the  letter  in  synod  which  they  had  already  sub- 
scribed out  of  synod,  but  jjersisted  lliat  they  heard  in  it  the 
voice  of  Peter  speaking  through  Leo,  and  explaining  his  own 
confession  of  faith  at  CresarcA  Fhilippi.  It  is  not  to  be  sup- 
posed (bat  they  used  the  ex{)ression  '  Peter  hath  simken  by 
Leo'  without  reference  to  the  teaching  then  in  vogne,  and 
actually  emphaf^ieed  in  this  very  council,  that  Loo  was  the 
successor  of  Peter.  The  question  before  them  was  not,  tndeod, 
whether  the  successor  of  Peter  could  be  ontrue  to  the  teaching 
of  Peter ;  they  were  simply  asserting  that  as  a  matter  of  fact 
he  was  true  tn  the  Apostle's  teaching.  Hut  their  exclama- 
tion snggests  their  belief  that  it  followed  from  his  official 
position. 

But  although  no  single  voice  was  raised  to  break  the  force 
of  the  onanimous  cry  which  rose  &om  the  bishops.  '  We  all 
believe !  *  and '  No  one  doubts  \ '  and '  Peter  hath  spoken  by  Leo  V 
still  there  was  something  more  needed;  for  they  bad  not 
merely  to  believe,  hut  to  understand,  since  they  bad  to  meet 
their  former  friends,  the  btshopB  who  had  led  them  at  the 
Robber  Synod.  They  were  absent  now  ;  but  thtir  ease  bad 
to  be  dealt  with— and  amongst  these  was  the  patrinrrh  of  the 
Palestinian  bishops.     If  this  was  the  second  session,  and 

remember  the  diffiealtieB  felt  bj^  Dean  SUn]ej  sven  in  thu  oentiujr  on  ib* 
sune  labjtct,  wbao  b<  wu  eDduvouriDS  lo  nppnu  ib*  Athatunkn  Ottai. 
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Dioeoorns  woe  not  yot  con^leraiiud,  as  the  ortler  given  by 
Mansi  indicates,  then  they  must  have  been  in  the  utmoei  need 
of  Wing  well  preimred  to  face  Dioscorus,  as  we)I  as  the  other 
ringleaders  of  tlic  Tjatrociniura.  But  if  (as  ao  many  old 
copies  give  tlie  order,  and  as  the  Ballerini  hold)  this  vas  the 
session  immediately  after  the  deposition  of  Dioseorus,  they 
had  still  to  reckon  with  tlie  other  bishoi>B,  to  say  nothing  of 
their  own  flocks.  And  eome  shorter  forniukiry,  some  con- 
deuRed  form  of  the  Tome,  vould  have  to  be  provided  for  prac- 
tical use;  and  they  would  need  to  have  the  teaching  of  Loo 
thoroughly  in  hand  to  know  how  to  comport  themaelTefl  in 
the  coming  trial. 

Accordingly  Atticus  of  Nlcopolis  asked  for  a  concession 
of  fivt)  days,  so  Umt  they  might  decide  upon  this.  They 
eeperiatly  asked  to  be  supplied  with  tlie  letter  of  Cyril,  con- 
taining the  twelve  anathematisms  which  had  not  been  read 
to  them,  but  on  which  their  upponcntB  outside  Iiad  laid  the 
greatest  stress.  They  say, '  The  letter  of  our  lord  '  and  holy 
Father  and  Archbishop,  Leo,  who  adorns  the  ApoAtolic  See, 
has  been  read  to  ub,'  and  the  expression  impUes  that  they 
receive  that  without  question.  But  they  wish  for  the  other 
letter  of  Cyril's.  Why  ?  That  they  may  settle  tlieu'  own 
judgment  as  to  the  orthodoxy  of  Leo  ?     By  no  means.     But 

*  that  we  may  be  properly  provided  m  the  time  of  closer  ex- 
amination.' 

&fany  of  the  bishops  then  proposed  that  thoy  should  all 
look  into  this  together.  The  commissioners  agreed  to  an 
interval  of  five  days,  during  which  tliose  bishops  who  wished 
might  meet  at  the  house  of  AnatoUus  and  ti'ent  in  common, 
ont  of  synod,  concerning  the  faith,  *  that  those  who  doubt  may 
be  taught.'  Those  who  doubt  were  not  allowed  to  meet  for 
mere  discussion,  but  for  instruction. 

The  word  '  doubt '  seems  to  have  roused  the  bishops,  and 
they  disclaimed  against  there  being  such  a  thing  as  doubt  in 
the  matter.    '  We  all  believe  as  Leo ; '  '  No  one  of  us  douhta  ;  * 

•  We  have  already  subscribed.' 

The  couimiusioners  then  explained  that  it  was  not  meant 

'  One  •rtirlc  governs  Ihcm  lUl.  Uence  Uie  traiulfttion  1  beta  gtvn  Id 
(be  UXt.     U«nU,  vii.  97i. 
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for  them  all  to  meet  toj^fither.  'Bnt  since  it  is  fitting  to 
persuade  all  who  donht,  let  Anatolins  choose  from  amongrt 
those  who  have  subscribed  suoh  as  ho  thinka  fitted  to  instmct 
such  as  doubt.' 

It  was  not,  then,  the  council  that  discussed  the  contents  of 
the  Torae  in  synod,  but  some  of  the  bishops,  who,  from  diffi- 
culties of  language,  and  iih  the  event  proved,  lack  of  acquaint* 
anco  with  Cyfil's  teaching,  were  willing  to  bo  'instructed' 
in  the  house  of  Anatolius  between  the  aeasions.  They  had 
signed  a  blank  paper  at  the  Robber  Council  in  fear  of  their 
lives.  Thoy  would  be  asked  by  others  in  Chaleedon  and  by 
their  flocks  at  home,  whether  they  understood  what  ihey 
si<;rned  now.  If  they  replied  that  they  did  not  understand, 
but  simply  accepted  everything  on  the  word  of  Leo,  they 
would,  indeed,  have  done  homage  to  a  truth  in  owning  alle- 
giance to  St.  Peter  in  his  successor ;  but  what  was  then 
needed  was  not  an  act  of  faith  in  the  infallibility  of  the  Yioar 
of  Christ,  hut  an  intelligent  adhesion  to  his  dogmatic  deoreei 
such  as  was  necessary  for  those  who  had  to  teach.  The 
Fathers  of  the  synod  did,  indeed,  in  writing  to  the  emporor  on 
this  very  subject,  bestow  unlimited  praise  on  the  faith  which 
in  some  did  not  need  any  discussion.  *  To  those  who  l)eIieTC', 
u  perception  nut  submitted  to  discussion '  '  suffices  *  for  the 
nscful  purposes  of  faith,  drawing  the  devout  soul  to  confi^tis 
the  holy  dogma.'  But  these  bishops  could  not  really  say  thuy 
boUeve<l  with  an  intelhgent  faith,  when  Uiey  did  not  thoroughly 
ttnilrrataud  the  agreement  between  Cyril  and  Leo,  although 
thc^^  iigmmcdiu  exigfenre  ;  having  a  difficulty  in  grasping  the 
coincidence  of  teaching  by  reason  of  the  different  languages  in 
whitdi  the  several  letters  wore  wi-itten.  That  this  was  the 
principle  on  which  the  hesitating  bishops  acted  is  renderfd 
quit«  certain  by  what  tliey  said  in  the  following  sesaiuo. 
Afti^r  tho  legates  liad  described  the  attitude  of  the  Byood 
towards  the  Tome  of  Leo  aa  beiug  precisely  the  same  a»  tbetr 
attitude  towards  the  Council  of  Nice  and  the  ConncS  of 
EphesuB,  and  after  the  bishops  as  a  body  had  accepted  this  u 
thoir  jKvsition,'  the  bishops  of  Tllyricum  mule  a  declaration  in 
the  person  of  one  of  their  number  named  SoKon.    They  said 

■  *  ladlMUM.'  ■  Muiii,  L  rii.  p.  10. 
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that  their  besita^on  had  not  proccwlwT  from  any  doubt  as  to 
the  orthodoxy  of  Leo.^  The  only  queation  was  whether  one 
or  two  expressions  conveyed  the  sense  which  they  were  quite 
persuaded  was  intended  by  the  '  Holy  Father.*  The  legates 
had  ehicidated  ('  nobis  dilucidaverunt')  the  matter.  It  is  there- 
fore beyond  diBpute  that  the  examination  of  the  Tome  was 
not  in  their  minds  connected  wltti  the  idea  of  revision  but  of 
elucidation. 

Bt.  Leo  expressly  alludes  to  this  scene  m  the  synod  with 
satisftiction.  He  speaks  of  the  danger  of  theii-  consent  being 
a  mere  mechanical  and  prctendtnl  assent,'  and  consequently 
welcomes  the  news  that  Borae  doubted  about  his  '  judgments/ 
He  reckons  it  a  misfurluue  on  thtir  part,  and,  in  the  case  of 
some  doubta  on  the  part  of  the  ringleaders  at  the  Latroclnium, 
calls  it  an  evil  thing,  and  due  to  the  instigation  of '  the  author 
of  dissension,'  but  rejoices  that  evil  was  overruled  for  good, 
for  it  removed  all  suHpicIon  of  an  unreasoning,  nniiitelligent 
adhesion  having  been  given  by  the  other  sees  *  to  that  one 
which  the  Lord  of  All  has  api>ointeJ  to  preside  over  the  rest.' 
He  says  that  the  net  result  was  that  what  Almighty  *  God  bad 
previously  defined  by  our  ministry,'  He  confirmed  '  by  the 
irreversible  assent  of  the  whole  brotherhood,*  i.e.  of  bi^ops. 
It  was  already,  as  it  come  from  his  own  pen,  irreversible ;  for 
he  says  it  wan  that  which  '  God  had  defined,'  but  it  was  further 
strengthened  by  the  irreversible  sentence  of  the  episeopat©. 
That  sentence,  it  must  be  remembered,  contained  within  it 
the  Pope  by  representation,  his  legates  being  a  constituent 
part  of  it,  and  it  needed  his  fm-ther  confirmation.  Further 
on  he  aays  that  '  truth  ahinea  more  brightly,  and  is  more 
strongly  held,  when  what  faith  had  tirst  taught  examination 
has  afterwards  confirmed.'  It  was  already  of  faith ;  but  it 
received  an  acceRsion  of  strength  witliin  the  soul,  when  the 
'  fides  qmerens  intellectum  '  had  enabled  that  understanding 
to  sit  in  its  Hght. 

The  examination,  then,  of  the  Tome  of  St.  Leo  accorded 

'  Uaniti,  I.  vil.  p.  SO.     The;  baj  the  languaf^  !■  obecnre.  ft  4  tp^u  iiiirrir 
'^rii-rura.     It  wm  a  tr*nilAtion. 
*  Ltonit  Ep.  cxx.  ad  Tkaod. 
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to  tfaeB«  hm  enlightened  bishops  was  an  investigation  for  the 
purposes  of  elueidation,  not  of  roriaion.  No  orthodox 
Christian  could  Beriou»ly  maintain  that  any  of  the  hisfaopa 
were  free  to  rense  that  dogmatic  letter.  They  were  free  to 
examine,  but  not  to  rejeot.  Freedom  of  dissent  would  indeed 
be  fatal  to  the  infallibility  of  the  Holy  Sco ;  the  liberty  of 
examining,  and  turning  a  blind  obedience  into  an  tntcUigrat 
adhesion,  in  no  way  derogatee  from  her  position  of  authority. 
It  does  but  secnre  that  *  the  memUjra  should  agree  with  the 
head,'  to  use  the  words  of  St.  Leo,  by  an  eoUghtened  and  not 
merely  a  blind  faith. 

A  palmary  instance  of  soch  examination  occurs  in  history 
soon  after  this — after  the  conncil  ha^l  passed  its  sentence 
and  prumulgatiid  its  definition  under  anathema.  Its  derision 
was  then,  in  the  eyes  of  bishops  and  of  Pope,  irreversible. 
And  yet,  at  the  request  of  the  em|H.'ror  Leu.  the  Eat>'chiaiu 
were  allowed  to  re-examine  the  synodical  sentcnoe.  In  th* 
case  of  those  who  after  such  examination  gave  in  their 
adhesion,  the  council  was  considered  to  be  confirmed  anow, 
not  by  a  superior  authority,  but  by  the  additional  judgment 
of  concurring  bishops.  Those  who  refused  adhesion  were 
counted  as  hei-etica.  They  were  free  to  examine,  bat  not  to 
refuse  obedience.  And  we  have  only  to  ask  ourselvee  what 
would  have  happened  if  these  bishops  at  Chalccdon  had 
refused  to  listen  to  the  teaching  of  Anatolius,  and  withheld 
their  subscription  to  tho  Tome  of  Loo,  to  see  that  they,  too, 
were  free  to  examine,  but  not  to  dissent,  and  that  their 
Bjiproval  was  not  that  of  superiors,  but  the  submission  of 
subordinates.  There  is  not  tho  slightest  trace  tn  the  actual 
evolution  of  the  synod's  action  at  Chalcedon  of  any  iijiproviJ 
as  of  superiors.  The  contrary  appears  quite  cletu'ly  in  the 
fifth  session.  The  Tome  of  Leo  would  have  r<Jiiainod  tbs 
chartiT  of  the  Chriatian  faith  precisely  aa  much  if  thoy  bad 
disagreed.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  was  Involved  in  the  pro* 
miae  of  Christ  to  His  Church,  that  the  episcopate  should 
sooner  or  later  adhere  as  memljers  io  their  hfad.  One  Dios- 
corus  was  as  mnoh  as  the  Church  oonld  bear  at  that  time, 
and  one  victory  over  the  truth,  such  aa  the  Bobber  Synod,  aU 
that  Christ  willed  to  allow  to  the  prince  of  darknesa  in  a 
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l&ingle  period.  And  consequently  the  bishops  in  the  nest 
seBsion  subscribed  their  assent  to  the  letter  of  Leo  as  a  syrabo) 
agreeing,  iu  point  of  fact  (as,  indeed,  it  was  bound  to  do  by 
reason  of  the  Petriue  privilege  of  the  Apostolic  See)  with  the 
faith  of  Nicjea.  lliey  did  not  say  the  Vicar  of  Cbriat  has 
exercised  his  prerogative  of  infallibility  (those  are  modern 
terms) ;  but  the  thing  was  there. 

Anatolius,  who  Higued  first,  said  that  the  150  Fathers  at 
Constantinople  had  'confirmed'  the  faith  of  Nicfca.  Tn  that 
same  sense  he  might  have  said  that  the  600  Fathers  of  Chal- 
cetlon  coiilimied  the  Tome  of  Lyo.  In  neither  case  was  it  the 
confirmation  of  a  superior  authority,  but  an  tshibition  of  the 
oneness  of  the  Church's  faith. 

The  IlI^Tiau  hi»hop8  said  that  thoy  found  the  explanation 
of  the  legates  about  the  passage  they  could  nut  understand, 
nor  reconcile  ■with  what  Cyril  taught,  helpful  and  Buffideut.^ 
And  as  when  some  asked  of  the  Apostle  Peter  how  he  could 
nxoncile  his  action  with  the  teaching  of  the  Apostle  James  and 
others,  be-all  apostle  as  ho  was  -pondesceuded  to  explain 
his  condnct,  and  forthwith  they  acquiesced  {i}tTv-)(aa-av) ,  so 
here  these  bishops,  after  due  explanation,  signed  the  letter  of 
the  A]M>Btolic  See,  Bn.j"ing  tliey  were  fully  assured  of  its  agree- 
ment with  all  previous  standards  of  the  Christian  faith.  They 
did  not  by  tliis  means  judge  Anatolius,  who  had  signed  long 
ago,  nor  the  whole  of  the  council,  nor  its  head,  St.  Leo ;  they 
simply  recorded  their  intelligent  Hubmissioii.  Any  instructed 
Christian  might  say  '  tliia  or  that  ex  catkedrd  pronouncement 
of  the  Holy  See  agrees  of  necessity  witli  all  previous  cr.  cathfdrd 
utterances ;  but  for  my  part  I  do  not  see  that  it  does,  though 
I  am  bound  to  believe  it.  I  should  like  to  see  as  wcU  as 
believe— I  should  hkc  to  *  believe  and  know.' 

There  was  nothing  more  than  this  in  what  took  place  at 
this  session  in  the  case  of  orthodox  bishops  in  regard  to 
St-  Leo's  dogmatic  ejnstle  to  Fbman. 

In  1845  some  remarkable  words  fell  from  the  lips  of 
Dr.  DoUinger,  in  addresBing  a  compuny  of  satfaniK  as  an 
hiBtorian  at  Kfunich  :  *  Gentlemen,  the  question  is  this:  It  is 
true  that  the  iufalhbility  of  the  Po{>e  is  not  a  dogma  defined 

'  Bl&nsi,  t.  rii.  p.  81. 
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by  the  Church  ;  yet  anyone  who  should  maintain  the  contrary 
would  put  himBelf  in  opposition  to  the  conscience  of  the  whole 
Church,  in  the  present  as  in  the  past.* ' 

It  is  this  that  results  from  our  study  of  the  Council  of 
Chalcedon.  The  conscience  of  the  whole  Church  was  pene- 
trated through  and  through  with  that  conception  of  the  Pope's 
relation  to  the  rest  of  the  episcopate  which  has  been  defined 
only  twenty  years,  but  believed  in  for  eighteen  centuries  and 
a  half. 

And  yet  the  '  Dictionary  of  Christian  Biography '  can 
admit  to  its  columns  the  following  sentence  by  Mr.  Gore : — 
'  It  wHl  be  seen,  then,  that  Leo's  letter  was  treated  by  the 
council  like  the  letter  of  any  highly  respected  Churchman ' ! 
(Art.  Leo,  p.  668.) 

■  Cf.  Christianity  and  InfaUibUitj/.    LongmoDS,  1891.    P.  245. 


CHAPTER  XXIV. 


TUB   DEFINITION    OF    FATTH. 


Bishop  ITefele  has  remarked  concerning  the  fifth  session 
of  the  Council  of  Cbalcedou,  that  it  is  '  ono  of  the  moat  im- 
portant in  Christian  antiiiuity.* 

In  his  Tomo  or  letter  to  Flavian,  Leo  had  censured  tbo 
Synod  of  Conatantino{>Ie  for  passing  hy  the  expression  which 
Entychcs  used  in  its  prcsenco,  saying,  '  I  confess  that  our  Lord 
was  of  two  naturen  before  the  union,  but  I  ooufess  one  nature 
after  the  union.'  « 

In  the  discussions  of  this  fifth  session  everything  turned 
on  this  expression.  As  Neander  said,  *  The  '*  in  two  natures," 
or  *'  OF  two  natures,"  was  tho  turning-point  of  the  whole  con- 
troversy between  monophysitisra  and  dyophysitiam.*  Ana- 
tolius  and  others  were  prepared  to  accept  the  expression  *  of 
two  natures,'  giving  to  it  their  own  muauing,  hut  not  denying 
the  coexistence  of  the  two  natures  after  the  union  at  Nazareth. 
With  Eutyches  the  expression  was  meant  to  eiclude  their  co- 
existenco. 

On  October  22  the  bishops  met,  without  the  senators,  who 
were  not  needed  on  the  matter  of  faitli.  The  imperial  com- 
missioners wore  present  as  usual  to  manage  the  business  part 
of  the  meeting. 

It  was  known  that  the  bishops  who  had  mot  in  Anatolius' 
house  had  drawn  up  a  formula,  and  it  seems  that  the  Papal 
legates  were  more  or  less  aoiiuainted  with  its  contents.  The 
commissioners  accordingly  ordered  the  formulary  in  question 
to  l>e  read,  which  was  done  by  Asclepiades,  Deacou  of  Con- 
stantinople. It  had  been  drawn  up  at  least  in  concert  with 
Juvenal  of  Jerusalem  and  Thalassius  of  CieBarea,  who  had 
been  the  offenders  at  the  liobber  Synod,  and  probably  by 
Anatolius  himself,  Archbishop  of  Constantinople  now»  but  with 
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antecedents  of  ej-mpathy  with  Dioscorua,  whose  secretary  be 
had  bpftn  during  the  porfteoutioii  of  Flavian. 

The  formula  contained  the  expression  'of  two  natures.' 
It  was  at  once  objected  to  by  the  Bishop  of  Gcnnanicia,  but 
defended  by  Anatnlius,  and  the  clamorous  approval  of  a  mass 
of  bishops  filled  the  church.  It  waa  one  of  those  crises  in  the 
history  of  the  Church  at  which,  as  in  a  critical  pasaapie  in  the 
diTtoucmfHt  of  a  well-drawn  plot,  one  involuntarily  stops  to 
take  breath.  Who  could  Btnm  the  Ude  of  secret  sympathy 
with  Entychiftn  taath in g  which  was  again  setting  in?  The 
bishops  clamourtd  fur  the  insertion  of  the  expreaaion  '  Mother 
of  God '  in  tlie  Creed.  They  were  still  posseesed  of  the  idea 
that  somehow  orthodox  teaching  concerning  the  '  two  natures ' 
in  Christ  involved  the  heresy  of  Neatorins — which  spoke  of 
*  two  persons '  in  the  Incarnate  Word.  The  Papal  legates  now 
stepped  forward  and  cnndf^mned  the  propo8e<l  definition  (rxfirof): 
they  announced  their  determination  to  quit  the  scene 
the  letter  of  Loo  was  strictly  adhered  to.  The  bishops,  h 
ever,  etill  clamoured  in  favour  of  their  own  formula. 
commissioners  endeavoured  to  calm  the  meeting  by  drawini 
Iheir  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  term  which  they  had  in- 
serted in  their  definition,  viz.  '  op  two  nalures,'  might  be 
understood  in  an  heretical  sense,  since  Dioscorus  bad  con- 
demned Flavian  for  using  the  opposite  expression  'm  two 
natures*  of  our  Incarnate  Lord.  AnatoHus  replied  that 
Dioscoros  was  not  condemned  on  account  of  his  faith,  but  for 
the  attitude  he  had  aasumed  towards  the  Pope,  and  for  not 
appearing  when  tn*ice  summoned  by  the  synod.  The  arch* 
bifchop's  sympathy  with  his  old  master,  Dioscorus,  had  cvi- 
dently  not  been  qnite  exorcised.  He  was  followed  in  hia 
defence  of  the  questionable  formula  by  the  great  majority  of 
tlie  bi»hops. 

It  is  evident  that  the  commisBionera  perfectly  understood 
the  crisis  that  had  now  arisen.  The  bishops  bad  signed  the 
Tomo  of  Leo,  but  some  did  not  perfectly  understand  what 
they  had  signed  ;  some  were  still  in  sympathy  with  error,  and 
others  were  still  terrified  by  the  ghost  of  Nestorins  and 
Kestorian  proclivilica,  which  seemed  to  them  to  buunt  all 
orthodox  statements  of  the  two  natures  in  our  Lord. 
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It  fell  to  the  lot  of  the  imperial  conimissioncr»,  placing 

themselves  on  the  side  of  the  legates  (by  whom  they  were 

guided)  to  bring  the  Easterc  bisbopB  to  a  better  mind.    They 

^brought  the  matter  to   its  true  i&t»ue   by  askiug  i>ractically 

I  irhether  they  were  prepared  to  withdraw  themselves  from  the 

Supreme  Pontiff? 

Thoy  Baid,  '  Do  yoa  accept  the  letter  of  Leo  7 ' — a  question 
vhich,  put  as  it  was,  shows  that  the  commissioners  did  not 
consider  the  synod  a  sujierior  authority.  In  fact  the  whole 
tone  of  the  session  shows  that  the  bishops  had  to  accept  the 
Tome  of  Leo  in  the  fulness  of  its  meaning,  or  tjulmit  to  be 
superseded  by  a  council  in  the  "West.  For  this  was  what  the 
^legates  had  thi-catencd.  The  bishops,  however,  exclaimed 
that  they  had  both  received  and  put  Lheu-  siguatures  to  the 
lett«r. 

Thereupon  the  commissioners  pressed  home  the  rigorous 
coDclusion  that  what  was  in  that  letter  must  be  inserted  in 
their  definition.  '  No ! '  cried  the  bishops,  '  it  is  not  another 
definition  that  is  being  ma<lo;  nothing  is  lacking  to  the 
definition.'  And  Eosebius  of  Dorylscum  repeated  their  state- 
ment, '  It  is  not  another  definition  that  is  being  made.'  He 
held  that  it  was  in  perfect  agreement  with  the  Tome.  *  The 
definition  has  confirmed  the  letter,'  i.e.  by  its  affreement  with 
it,  JQst  as  the  bishops  at  Constantinople  ore  said  to  have 
'confirmed '  the  Nicene  Creed,  not  as  in  a  superior  court,  but 
by  a  loyal  acceptance  of  it.  'Ai-chhishop  Leo,'  they  con- 
tinned,  *  believes  as  we  beHeve.'  *  The  definition  contains 
everything."  '  The  definition  contains  the  faith.'  '  Leo  said 
the  same  as  CyrU  said ;  Cebstiue  the  Pope  confirmed  what 
Cyril  said ;  Xystus  the  Pope  confirmed  what  Cyril  said.' 
*  There  is  one  Baptism,  one  Lord,  one  Taith.' 

It  is  to  be  noticed  how  they  bring  in  Celestine's  and 
Xystos*  confirmation  of  CjTil'e  writings,  and  assert  that 
Celestine  and  Leo  are  at  one.  They  would  not  dispute  the 
orthodoxy  of  Leo  ;  but  they  feared,  or  pretended  to  fear,  lest 
their  submission  to  his  letter  should  be  taken  to  imply  a 
denial  of  Cyiil's  orthodoxy,  which  had,  they  say,  been  gua- 
ranteed by  two  Popes. 

The  commiseionere  now  appealed  U)  the  emperor,  who 
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was  near  at  hand,  to  linow  what  should  be  done;  and  his 
Imperial  Mnjosty  sent  word  that  a  commission  of  bishops 
(which  had  already  been  proposed)  mnst  meet,  or  else  a 
council  in  the  West,  as  the  legates  bad  threat«ned,  woold 
inevitable. 

Tho  niyrion  bishops,  whose  sirrnataro  to  the  Tome  after 
their  instruction  in  Anatolins'  house,  had  e^'idently  been 
a  ccrtntt]  extent  a  matter  of  mechanical  obedience,  still  pi 
for  the  disputed  definition,  when  at  lenf^h  the  commission* 
put  before  them  strai(;ht  and  nakedly  the  choice  which 
must  make,  viz.  Dicwcorus  or  Leo.     'Which  will  you  follow,' 
the  most  holy  Leo  or  Dioscorns?'    *We  believe  with  Lao' 
was  their  immediate  reply.    *  Then  you  must  admit  into  yonrj 
detinition  tho  teaching  of  Leo,  which  has  lieon  stated/  wu', 
the  commissioner's  logical  conclusion — alluding  to  the  expres- 
sion '  in  two  natures/  and  not  '  of  two  natures." 

Tlie  comuiiBsion  met  for  discussion,  but  as  there  is  nO' 
record  of  the  nature  of  the  discussion,  we  only  know  that 
they  gave  up  their  point  and  elected  to  follow  Leo,  ajid  ta 
insert  in  their  definition  the  truth  that  our  Divine  Lord  sob-] 
sisted  *  in  two  natures : '  that  is  to  say,  that  in  His  One  FwBonj 
there  are  two  natnres,  the  Iluman  and  Divine,  unmingledj 
after  the  union  effected  at  Nazareth  in  the  womb  of  th«' 
Mother  of  God. 

When  they  returned  to  the  church  the  altered  definition, 
was  read,  and  agreed  upon  without  dissent. 

Thus  the  legates,  by  their  firmness,  had  saved  the  position. 
And  they  had  saved  it  aa  legates.  Nothing  short  of  the 
supreme  position  of  Leo  could  have  g:iven  to  his  legated  the 
authority  which  they  exercised  so  well  at  this  session.  After 
all  that  bad  been  effected  at  this  wonderful  council,  it  would, 
have  ended  in  a  catastrophe,  but  for  the  firm  stand  which 
they  mafle  on  behalf  of  a  single  preposition,  which  had  beeome 
the  watchword  of  the  orthodox  party.  No  one  else  in  that 
assembly  could  have  opposed  himself  as  an  impaasable  bwrier 
to  the  acceptance  of  an  expression  so  minute,  hut  so  all- 
important.  And  the  simple  issue  had  at  length  been  pre- 
Bented  to  these  Kutychirui  sympathisers  from  lUyricam  and] 
Falestine,  viz.  would  they  follow  Leo  or  not?    Thev  Imd  onc«] 
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obeyed  Dioecorus;  they  were  now  induced  to  obey  '  tbe  most 
holy  Leo.* 

It  was  &  momentous  hour  in  the  history  of  Chriatondom. 
And  we,  whose  religion  centres  in  our  adoration  of  our 
Divine  Lord,  Imve  to  attribute  its  successful  istiue  to  the 
finnneRs  of  the  legates  of  the  successor  of  that  Apostle  *  who 
lives  and  exercises  judgment  in  his  succesBor ;  *  and  that 
firmness  was  due  to  tlie  prayer  of  his  Divine  Master,  through 
whom  he  *  confirmed  the  lirothreu/  But  for  the  legates, 
the  end  would  have  been  professed  submission  of  the  bishops 
to  the  teaching  of  Leo,  and  yet  at  the  same  time  the  adop- 
tion of  a  definition  which  let  in  the  false  teachuig  wliich  Leo 
opposed.  As  it  was  they  '  followed  Leo  '  in  tlieir  defiiiilion, 
as  thoy  professed  to  have  followed  him  in  their  subscription 
io  hJB  Tome. 

It  was  probably  at  this  session  that  the  s^nod  drew  up  the 
allocution  which  was  afterwards  presented  or  read  to  the 
emperor.  The  synod  suddenly  glows  with  warm  sympathy 
tuwEU'ds  him  whom  it  had  so  often  called  '  the  Holy  Father,* 
and  it  says,  '  Cto<1  lias  given  the  synod  a  champion  againat 
every  error  in  the  person  of  tbe  Roman  bishop,  who,  like  the 
ardent  Peter,  desires  to  lead  everyone  to  God.'  They  then 
go  on  to  deny  that  Leo's  Tome  was  a  different  confession  of 
faith  from  the  Nicene.  The  object  of  such  cx]i1anations  is 
(they  assert)  to  stop  the  mouths  of  *  innovators ' — doubtless 
in  alluaion  to  the  late  emperor's  condemnation  of  St.  Flavian 
OB  one  who  had  '  iimovated  in  religion.'  Thoy  quote  amongst 
other  instances  the  synods  of  Sardica  and  Ephesus  as  having 
added  useful  explanations,  saying  that  those  who  met  at 
Sardica  '  against  the  remains  of  Arius,'  '  sent  their  judgment 
to  Ihoso  in  the  East  '—the  West  had  done  the  same  in  the 
person  of  Leo — and  they  end  with  asking  the  emperor  to  be 
gracious  in  '  setting  his  seal  to  their  godly  decrees,  and  con* 
firming  the  preaching  of  thf  See  of  Peter,' 

So  far,  then,  there  were  two  principles  on  which  the  action 
of  the  Church  had  been  based. 

I.  The  contention  throughout  the  Councils  of  EphoBua 
and  Chalccdon  was  that  it  was  not  enough  for  anyone  ac- 
cused of  heresy  to  say  that  he  wae  willing  io  recite  the  Kiceue 
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Creed.     The  Nitcnc  Crocd  needed  explanation  in  %iew  of 
fresh  perversions;  that  explanation  waa  given  hy  the  Church, 
and  these  explanations  muBt  be  received  by  those  who  wouldj 
remain  in  the  Church.     The  orthodox  were  those  who  '  hevdj 
the  Church,'  the  present   living  Church.     That  which  was' 
decided  under  anathema  by  an  oecumenical  council  (includ- 
ing, of  course,  its  head),  was  just  as  necessary  to  be  believed 
as  the  original  scheme  of  doctrine.     It  was  contained  in  thati 
scheme,  and  to  reject  the   voice   of  the  living  Church  wasj 
tantamount  to  rejecting  the   original   de[>o8it  of   the  faith.J 
Men  could  not  go  behind  the  living  voice  and  appeal  to  »n-i 
tiquity    when  that  voice  had  decided  that   ^[ary  was  the 
Mother  of  Goil,  or  that  there  are  two  natures  in  our  Divine 
Lord  after  the  Incarnation.     It  belonged  to  the  Church  to 
expound  her  own  deposit,  and  her  children  must  receive  a8< 
history  that,  and  that  alone,  which  she  delivered  to   them 
as  such.     If  &  member  of  the  Christian  Church  maintained 
that  his  researches  into  the  early  Fathers  led  him  to  declinfi 
the  judgment  of  Celestine  upon  Nenttorius,  or  Leo  on  DioB- 
corns,  and  to  maintain  the  orthodoxy  of  the  opinions  cham- 
pioned by  these  heretics,  he  was  subject  to  excommunication. 
U.  Again,  they  more  and  more  spoke  of  the  See  of  Peter ; 
and  as  their  needs  multiplied,  they  had  recourse  more  and! 
more  to  its  judgment  as  a  court  of  appeal.     Nothing,  indeed,] 
conld  exceed  in  fulness  of  statement  the  description  of  the 
relation,  of  the  Bishop  of  Itome  to  the  Apostle  Peter,  girea 
and  accepted  at  the  Council  of  Ephesus ;  but  at  C^alcedoi 
the  references  were  more  frequent  and   from   all   qoartere.' 
Bome  la  the  See  of  Peter  to  the  Emperor  Marcian,  to  the 
Empress  Pnlchcria,  to  the  synod  at  Chalccdon  ;  she  is  wel- 
comed as  such  by  Flavian,  and  described  as  such  by  St.  Peter 
ChrysologUB  ;  her  own  assertion  ts  never  once  qHestiitHrd  eveal 
in  tlie  Ka^it,  though  made  again  and  again,  and  made  in  mch 
momentous  acts  of  the  Church's  life  as  the  excommunication 
of  the  Patriarch  of  Alszandria  and  the  dogmatio  exposition 
of  the  Cathohc  faith  on  points  on  which  masses  of  Eastemj 
bishops  were  going  miserably  astray.    If  Anglicanism  con- 
sists mainly  in  a  protest  against  the  supremacy  of  the  Po] 
not  a  whisper  of  Anglicanism  waa  heard  during  the  fourth 


General  Conncil,  nnlcRS  it  be  fiom  the  coarBQ-minJed,  fero- 
rious  heretic  UioscoruB,  who  was  depoaetl  oiid  excouamimi- 
cated  by  St.  Leo  through  ('  per ')  the  in atru mentality  of  the 
Holy  SjTiod.  The  expOBition  of  faith  given  by  the  Holy  Bee — 
tlie  Tome,  that  is,  of  Leo,  or  dogmatic  epistle  to  Flavian — 
waa  Bigiied  by  the  greater  number  of  bishops  before  it  was 
brouglit  before  the  synod;  it  wafl  not  rovtsftd,  nor  reviewed, 
nor  examined,  but  only  publicly  read,  in  the  council  itgdj'.  It 
was  \TrtoaUy  enforced  in  the  bouse  of  AnatoUus  upon  the 
niyrian  bishops  who  were  tainted  with  Eutychianiem,  and 
upon  the  Palestinian  bishops,  who  had  been  more  or  less 
influenced  by  Juvenal,  soon  to  be  theii  patriarch.  They 
wished  to  see  hw  Cyril  and  Leo  agreed,  rather  than  whether 
they  did.  For  Cyril  {as  the  biE>hopa  afterwards  said)  was  con- 
firmed by  Celestinc,  and  therefore  bis  teaching  was  the  teach- 
ing of  the  Church.  Theycamo  to  see  that  Leo's  teaching  had 
not  contradicted  that  of  Celestine  and  (said  the  bishops)  Leo 
resembled  Peter  in  hie  chanipionRhip  of  the  faith.  The  Illy- 
rian  bishops  were  instructed  by  the  Bishop  of  Constantinople 
on  the  points  on  which  their  ignorance  led  them  astray,  and 
Ibey  subscribed  it  ob  what  it  was  hound  to  be,  in  harmony 
■with  the  WTitinga  of  St.  Cyril ;  their  judgment  was  a  submis- 
sion and  their  submission  was  a  judgment.  And  when  all 
strife  for  the  present  waa  over  they  called  it  not  only  the  voice 
of  Peter,  but  '  the  doctrine  of  the  clmir  of  Peter '  (t^s  KadiZpas 
Wrrpou  Ki]pvytia)t  and  this  in  the  presence  of  the  emperor 
himself. 

For  at  the  following  session  (the  sixth)  Marxian  and 
Fnlcheria,  with  their  imperial  suite,  were  present.  The 
emperor  told  them  why  be  had  convened  the  synod.  He 
does  not  say  it  was  to  decide  open  questions.  On  the  contrary, 
it  was  convened  in  order  '  that  no  one  in  future  »bould 
venture  to  maintain  concerning  the  birth  of  our  Lord  and 
Saviour  anything  else  than  that  which  the  apostolic  preach- 
ing and  the  decree,  in  accordance  therewith,  of  the  318  holy 
Fathers  bad  handed  down  to  posterity,  and  wliich  was  also 
testified  by  the  letter  of  the  holy  Pope  Leo  of  Rome  to  Flavian.' 
And  they  asked  him  to  give  the  force  of  civil  law  to  the 
*  teaching  of  the  chair  of  Peter.' 


CHAPTER  XXV. 
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Afteb  the  sixth  bcssIod  the  bishops  coDtiuaod  their  meet- 
ings, but  no  longer  on  the  name  footing.  The  comiciJ,  in  itftj 
BtricUy  cccumonical  chamcter,  was  closed.  The  business  tnuos-j 
acted  in  the  following  meetings  was  of  a  uomparaiively 
character,  and  cunBiBfod  in  the  settlomont  of  disputes  bet 
certain  Eastern  bishops.  Thalassius  of  Cffisarea,  aiiboi 
present  at  the  later  sessions,  took  back  with  him  the  record 
the  council's  action  up  to  this  sixth  session,  and  no  furtberJ 
Pelagius  11.  distinctly  says  in  his  letter  to  the  Tstrian  bishop* 
that  the  authoritative  nature  of  the  council  ceased  after  the 
sixth  action,  and  wbat  followed  was  concerned  with  *  privat« 
matters.'  And  St.  Leo  describes  the  work  submitted  to  the 
council  as  having  consisted  only  of  the  definition  of  the  faith 
and  the  restoration  of  the  bishops  who  had  lapsed  at  the 
Robber  Bynod.  The  rest  of  its  proceedings,  he  says,  were 
of  a  different  nature ;  and  accordingly  the  official  report  of 
the  synod  included  in  its  unquestionable  programme  only  the 
two  matters  just  mentioned;  they  placed  the  rest  on  a 
different  footing.'  The  emiieror  had  desired  the  bishops  to 
remain  a  few  days  for  the  consideration  of  other  matters,  for 
the  scttkm4j]t  c.f  which  it  was  natural  to  take  advantags  of 
such  a  gathering.  'Whilst,  therefore,  considerable  importance 
attached  to  the  arrangements  which  were  made,  tlioy  could 
not  claim  the  same  high  level  of  authority  as  belonged  to 
the  series  of  sessions  which  culminated  and  closed  with  th« 
address  to  their  Imperial  Majesties. 

I  shall  select  three  of  Lheir  actions,  the  restoration  uf 

'  Ttio;  exeosB  lbems«lvea  (or  ralaring  oa  Um  aubjact  ot  ConvtjunltoopU'S 
poaitioa. 
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Theodoret,  the  acceptance  of  Maximus,  and  the  twenty-eighth 
canon,  ae  bearing  specially  on  the  subject  of  this  book. 

I.  A  great  df-al  has  been  made  of  the  case  of  Theodoret, 
as  a  supposed  proof  of  the  repudiation  of  Papal  supremacy. 
It  will  be,  therefore,  well  to  state  it  somewhat  fully.' 

He  had  been  condemned  by  Dioscorua  at  the  Robljer  S>Tiod 
for  his  eympathy  with  Nestorius.  Thereupon  he  appealed  to 
Rome.  He  wrote  to  Leo  and  said  that '  if  Paul,  the  herald  of 
tlie  truth,  the  trumpet  of  the  Spirit,  ran  to  the  great  Peter 
.  .  .  much  more  do  we,  in  our  littleness,  niti  to  your  Apostolic 
throne  that  from  you  we  may  receive  healing  for  the  wounds 
of  the  Church :  for  it  is  fitting  that  you  should  have  the 
primacy  in  all  things.*  He  then  enumerates  the  advantages 
with  which  the  Apostolic  throne  is  adorned,  viz.  '  abundance 
of  spiritual  gifts  as  compared  with  others ;  superabundant 
splendour ;  the  presidency  over  the  whole  world  ; '  abundance 
of  subjects,'  present  rule,  and  the  com  muni  cation  of  her  name 
to  her  subjects ;  supererainent  faith,  ae  in  the  days  of  the 
Apostles ;  the  tombs  of  the  common  Fathers  and  teachei-s  of 
the  truth,  Peter  and  Paul,  .  .  .  who  arose  in  the  East  but 
died  in  the  "West,  and  from  tliat  West  now  illuminate  the 
whole  world— these  have  made  your  th.rone  most  illustrious.' 
Then,  after  setting  forth  his  condenmation  at  the  Latrocinium 
(Robber  Synod)  in  his  absence  by  Dioscorus,  ho  adds,  'But  I 
await  the  sentence  of  your  apostolic  throne.'  He  desires  to 
know  whether  he  is  to  acqiiiesce  in  this  unjust  deposition  or 
not.  '  For  I  await  *  (he  repeats)  '  your  sentence,  and  if  you 
should  command  me  to  acquiesce  in  the  adverse  decision,  I 
acquiesce.'  * 

Again  he  says  to  Leo :  *  I  beseech  and  entreat  your  Holi- 
ness that  your  upright  and  just  tribunal  would  assist  me, 


'  Cuion  Bright  writu  {Cf\.  Hiat.  p.  417,  third  cdilion)  about  St.  Leo  :  ■  His 
JQdKmvfltH.  whether  u  to  an  individunl  or  u  to  a  doctrine,  vere  fimt  reriswed 
and  therQ  coulinuetl,'  u  i  P'roof  of  tbv  EuppoEvd  difioreooo  between  his  poaition 
Uid  that  of  the  Holy  See  unanKst  ourBelves  now.  The  '  individual '  is  Tb«o. 
doral.  We  hnve  seon  that  bla  doctrion  wu  not '  reviewed  iind  eonfirmMl '  m 
bj  a  rapffrior  coorl, 

'  -riit  «ixev)i<M]i  wpoiiaOnniwfi.  Cf.  St.  Igtiotitu'  w^wntfirroi  rqt  irrinit,  Tpnd- 
dent  ot  tho  [ooTcnant  of]  lore — said  of  Rome. 

•  ehnrrifsfr,  lit.  inh»bitantii.  •  infUtm  (Theod.  Ep.  oxlii.). 
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wbo  am  appealing  to  tt,  and  would  l>id  me  come  to  you  and 
show  that  my  teaching  treads  in  the  footsteps  of  the 
AiTOstlefl.'  ^  To  Renatus,  a  priest  of  the  Church  of  Borne, 
employed  as  legate  to  Epht-sus,'  he  ^vritea :  '  Concerning 
this  case,  I  beseech  your  Holiness  that  you  would  persuade 
the  most  holy  and  blessed  archbishop  to  use  his  apoetdic 
authority  and  bid  rae  fly  to  your  council '  * — that  is,  the 
council  which  the  Pope  invariably  used  in  the  detenninaiion 
of  greater  causes.  Theodore!  adds  words  which  are  omitt«.-<I 
by  Quesncl,  who.  in  defiant^e  uf  the  context,  endeavoured  to 
show  that  it  watt  not  to  the  authority  of  the  Pope  himself  thac 
Tlieodoret  appealed — words  which  even  if  the  preceding  quo- 
tations were  to  be  furgotleu  would  be  sufficient  to  show  that 
it  was  the  exercise  of  the  authority  of  Iho  Holy  Sec  that  be 
was  invoking,  viz. :  '  For  that  most  holy  See  has  the  sove- 
reignty over  the  Churches  which  are  in  the  whole  world  on 
many  counts  ;  and  before  all  these,  in  that  it  has  remained 
free  from  the  stain  of  heresy,  and  none  has  ever  sai  in  it 
with  thoughts  contrary  [to  tlie  fftith] ;  it  has  kept  sh«  Apo- 
stolic grace  whole  and  uncorrupt.*  He  tlien  expressM  his 
readiness  to  acr^uiesce  in  Its  judgment,  whatever  it  may  be. 

It  is  clear  from  this  tliat  it  was  not  the  judgment  of  the 
synod  at  Rome  in  itself  that  he  sought,  but  the  judgment  of 
the  Uovereigu  Pontiff,  expressed,  aa  it  was  wont  to  be,  in 
synod.  The  synod  was  the  apparatus,  tli»  machinery*  the 
setting  of  the  Papal  judgment.  The  bishops  of  this  aynod 
coold  not  be  considered  infallible  as  compared  with  other 
synods,  except  by  reason  of  their  relationship  to  the  Holy  See;. 
It  was  the  infallibility  of  this  latter  on  which  he  distinctly 
placed  reliance. 

At  the  same  time  be  wrote  to  Constantinople  to  Arch- 
bishop  AuutoUuSf  to  induce  him  to  persuade  the  emperor  to 
allow  him  (since  a  bishop  could  not  move  without  impcml 
leave  and  the  assistance  of  the  imperial  purse)  *  '  to  goto  the 


'  Ep.  xoit.  c  6. 

*  lie  wu  pn>babl7  d«i>(l  »b«n  Tfaeodoiet  wrote  to  lum.    But  TlwodonC< 
iosaffleimtl^'  infomud.  according  lo  TiUemonU 

•  Ep.  CKvi. 

'  Tlicoush  ordera  lo  Uw  otTil  cflleiftlbi—  u  we  Bbonld  skjt,  hj  tnc ' 
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"West  and  be  judged  by  those  biahopa  most  beloved  of  God.' 
Theodoret  was  uot  simpltitou  enough  to  ask  the  emperor's 
leave  for  anything  that  contravened  the  laws  of  the  Church  as 
understood  in  the  East ;  and  yet  he  did  ask  the  Bishop  oF 
Constantinople  to  get  him  leave  to  have  his  case  tried  at 
Borne.  From  which  wc  may  justly  conclnde  that  the  trans- 
forence  of  tlie  case  of  a  Greek  biBhop  to  Rome  waa  not  con- 
sidered by  either  the  Bishop  of  Constantinople  or  the  emperor 
to  he  in  contrftventioa  of  the  laws  of  the  Church.  It  was  not 
here  tlie  case  of  anything  clainiyd  by  tho  Pnpe,  but  a  glimpse 
of  how  Greek  bishopfi  understood  the  matter  amongst  them- 
aelvea.  Tbese  Western  bishops,  '  most  beloved  of  God,'  could 
possess  no  rights  over  an  Eautern  bishop,  except  as  }peing  the 
eouncil  of  the  sovereign  ruler  of  the  Church,  as  Thcodorct 
bad  called  tlie  Roman  Pontiff.  But  as  the  custom  was  ever 
to  eicrcise  the  Fontifit.'al  authority  by  mijans  of  a  council,  it 
was  all  one  to  appeal  to  thu  Episcopal  Council  at  Rome  or  to 
the  Bishop  of  Rome  himself.  Theodoret's  expressions  con* 
cerning  the  latter  necessitate  this  conclusion  so  far  as  his  own 
judgment  was  concurneil,  and  his  letter  to  Anatolius  gives  his 
estimate  of  what  the  Bishop  of  Constantinople  deemed  a 
proper  course  for  justice  to  take.  It  would,  indeed,  be  diffi- 
cult to  express  in  clearer  terms  the  tcachtug  of  the  Vatican 
Council  concerning  the  relationship  of  the  Holy  See  to  the 
rest  of  the  Church  than  has  been  done  byTheodoreL  Accord- 
ing to  bim  that  See  is  the  Holy  See,  the  Apostolic  throne,  the 
sovereign  roler  of  the  Church  throughout  the  world,  and  the 
one  pure,  true  channel  of  tho  Church's  faith. 

It  seems  that  the  writings  which  Tbeodorel  promised  to 
Bcnd  to  Rome  for  inspection  and  judgment  did  uot  reach  Leo 
until  after  the  legates  had  left  for  Chalcedon ;  but  on  re- 
oeiving  them  St.  Leo  at  once  passed  sentence  in  Theodoret's 
favour.  He  was  worthy  to  be  restored  to  his  see.  Both 
St.  Leo  '  and  the  commissioners '  speak  of  the  Papal  'judg- 
ment.' Ko  that  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  St.  Leo  passed 
actual  sentence  on  Theodoret's  individual  case,  and  it  follows 
that  it  was  a  regular  appeal  on  the  part  of  Thcodoret.  We 
may  aesuuif ,  indeed,  that  there  was  a  careful  examination  of 

■  Ep,  cu.  5.  '  Actio  viii. 
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the  case  at  Eomc.  considering  the  caution  invariably  exercised 
by  this  great  PontiJT  in  udmitting  anyone  to  oommunion,  who 
bad  been  8U8i>ected  of  heresy.  And  Theodoret  had  been  in 
active  sympathy  with  Nestorlus,  but  had  detached  himself 
from  that  heretic  vthvn  the  reconcih'ation  look  place  beiveeo 
St.  Cyril  and  John  of  Antioch.  It  is,  therefore,  in  the  highesi 
decree  improbable  that  St.  Leo  would  pass  judgment  without 
careful  and,  presumably,  eonciliar  cxAinination  of  his  present 
teaching.  He  had  probably  sifn^ed  the  dogmatic  epistle  to 
Flavian,  or  offered  to  Bipi  it. 

When,  therefore,  Tlicodorct  came  to  Clialctdon.  he  was  in 
the  position  of  a  man  whose  rights  were  secured  by  the  Papal 
judgment,  and  who  was  entitled  to  act  aa  bishop.  ThecouDciJ, 
however,  was  called  Cor  the  opecial  purpoec,  amongst  other 
things,  of  restoring  the  bishops  who  had  been  deposed  in  the 
Latrocinium  (Robber  Synod) ;'  and  St.  Leo  had  commiaeioned 
it  to  act  in  the  matter  of  such  restoration.^  Confieqnently  it 
would  seem  that  St.  Leo  wrote  at  once  to  the  I^^hIcb  to  say 
that  he  received  Theodoret  to  commnninn  and  retitoretl  him 
to  his  Ree,  so  far  as  the  right  was  concerned,  although  the 
complete  execution  of  bis  sentence  involving  the  actual  reett- 
tuliou  to  ibis  sec  would  naturally  remain  in  the  hands  of  the 
evnod,  having  been  already  devolved  upon  them  by  Leo  him- 
self. 

Wlien,  therefore,  the  council  opened  its  prooeedinga  anc 
Eusebius  of  Dorylieum  had  preferred  the  acensation 
Diodorus,  Theodoret  was  told  by  the  imperial  oommissioDers 
to  enter  ;  but  the  Eutychian  svmpathisers  amongst 
bishops  wert  indignant  at  his  restoration.  They  were  cert 
that  Leo  had  been  overreached  ;  and  considering  Theodoret* 
antecedents  (his  opposition  to  C^Til)  it  is  not  surprising  that 
they  should  think  thin.  For  it  was  a  matter  in  which,  on  the 
principles  of  the  Vatican  decrees,  Leo  might  have  been 
ceived.  And  the  Eutychians,  long  years  after  this,  mainl 
that  Theodoret  was  insincere,  and  that  St.  Leo  had  be«n  01 
reached.  They  ought,  however,  on  any  but  tlie  Papal  the 
of  government,  to  have  said  that  it  made  no  diffe 
whether  be  was  deceived  or  notj   for  what  right  had 

•  £p.  Uxvii>  ■  Ep.  xcUL  b.  1. 
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Bishop  of  Rome  to  restore  a  Greek  bishop  to  his  see  at  all  ? 
But  this  was  uot  their  contention  :  they  neither  blamed 
Theodoret  for  appealing  to  Itome,  nor  Borne  for  hearing  his 
case.  They  simply  objected  that  Theodoret  had  not  placed 
bia  case  honently  before  the  Bishop  of  Rome.'  And  in  like 
manner,  at  Chalcedon,  they  demnrred  to  the  synodical  ae- 
eepiaoce  of  Theodoret  as  biahop,  and  clamoured  for  bis 
extrusion. 

The  imperial  commissioners,  however,  and  the  synod, 
decided  that  Tbeodoret'a  restoration  by  St.  Leo  muflt  stand 
good  BO  far  as  this,  tliat  he  was  to  act  as  bishop,  whilst  any 
charge  they  had  to  prefer  against  him  should  he  investigated 
later  on.  He  was,  I  say,  to  act  as  bishop,  for  he  was  allowed 
to  take  his  place  as  accuser,  and  was  accepted  as  such  by  the 
whole  council  on  the  ground  that  he  had  been  restored,  or 
rather  his  deposition  declared  null  and  void,  by  the  judgment 
of  Leo.  According  to  the  arrangement  of  the  Council  of 
Constantinople  (88'2),  a  degraded  bishop  could  not  act  as 
accuser  of  another  bishop ;  so  that  in  admitting  Theodoret 
a»  accuser  of  Dioscorua,  the  synod  accepted  the  Bentonce  of 
the  Pope. 

And,  iu  iK>int  of  fact,  he  siibsequently  acted  as  fidly  bishop 
in  the  course  of  the  council.  ^Tien  the  Ulyrian  bishop* 
doubted  about  the  meaning  of  some  words  in  Leo's  letter, 
Theodoret  set  them  right,  quoting  from  St.  Cyril,  on  which 
the  comniisftionors  Raid  :  '  After  this,  who  doubts  ?  '  and  tho 
bishops  exclaimed,  '  No  one  doubts  I ' ' 

In  the  fourth  act  Theodoret  gave  bis  judgment  on  the 
Tome  of  Leo;  and  in  the  sixth  act  be  signed,  saying,  'I, 
Theodoret,  Bishop  of  Cyrus,  defining  have  subscribed.' ' 

And  now,  in  the  seventh  session  (the  eighth  act),  the 
bishops  proceeded  to  satisfy  the  demands  of  the  Ulyrian  and 
other  bishops  that  Theodoret  should  anathematise  Nestorius. 
Tbey  had  consented  to  sit  with  him  in  s^-nod  on  the  ground 
that  Leo  had  pronounced  his  deposition  null  and  void;  but 
they  now — at  least  a  certain  portion  of  them— in  deference  to 
the  clamours  of  the  Egyptian  bishops,  desired  that  be  should 

'  E.^.  in  Ihe  oonferenoe  bold  before  Justinian  In  633. 

>  M»ngi,  t.  vii.  p.  19.  ■  Ibui.  t  rii.  p.  140. 
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assure  the  cnnncil  that,  whatever  might  have  been  his  dispo- 
sitions or  avowals  whon  Leo  i)ronouncod  sentence  in  bis 
favonr,  he  was  prepared  to  do  what  every  bishop  migfat  be 
called  upon  to  do,  i.^.  anathematise  Nesturius.  In  this  they 
were  perfectly  within  their  rights.  The  Egyptian  biahojis  hod 
been  put  off  during  the  synod  with  the  promise  that  they 
fihoulcl  have  satisfaction  later  on.  Theodoret,  after  a  Iittl« 
fcncijig,  uuathcmatieud  Xesturius  by  name,  and  immediately 
the  bishops  burst  into  an  exelnmation  of  tremendous  force. 
Raying, 'Leo  hasjudged  after*  (i.^.in  accordance  with  the  mind 
of)  *  God  I  *     It  was  Leo*fl  judgment,  as  I  have  said  above. 

That  the  action  of  the  bishops  was  in  no  way  (on  the 
principles  of  the  Vatican  decrees)  an  infringement  of  the 
authority  of  the  Holy  See,  which  Theodoret  had  in%-uked  and 
descrihcd  as  presiding  over  the  whole  world,  is  certain  from 
the  following  facts,'  viz.  that  the  legates  took  part  in  the 
matter  and  actually  gave  the  decision — that  the  leader  of  the 
nijTians  was  the  Bishop  of  Thcsaaly,  who  entirely  depended 
on  Rome,  being  the  Papa!  vicar  in  that  region — and  that  Leo 
himself  saw  in  the  bishop's  action  no  derogation  of  his 
authority,'  and  that  in  spite  of  the  commiBsioners'  attempt  to 
soothe  the  Egj-jitians  by  saying  Theodoret  should  not  act  as 
judge,  he  did,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  act  as  such  though  not  In 
the  case  of  Dioscorus  which  was  the  point  of  their  objection. 

So  that  the  matter  may  l>e  fairly  summarised  thns,  Rt. 
Iteo  had  given  the  bishops  tlie  fultost  autliority  to  deal  with 
the  cases  of  the  bishops  who  had  been  '  deposed  *  at  the  Bobber 
SjTiod.  He  had  declared  Theodoret,  Bishop  of  Cyrus,  to  be 
deserving  of  his  bishopric,  havijig  certified  to  his  orthodoxy. 
Accordingly,  in  spite  of  the  clamours  of  the  Egyptian  bishops, 
who  had  had  to  soe  their  patriarch  Dioacorus  disgraced,  and, 
en  revanche,  desired  to  make  out  that  Theodoret  had  deceived 
St.  Leo,  he  was  allowed  lo  act  as  judge  in  the  matter  of  faith, 
though  not  in  the  dtJ[>oKition  of  their  patriarch.  Wljen  aD 
was  over,  he  was  required  to  do  what  would  satisfy  the  irri- 
tated Egyptian  bishops,  viz.  anathematise  Nestorius,  and 
then,  after  uaytug.  as  it  were,  to  these  bishops, '  Yon  see  that 
Leo,  ae  usual,  was  right,*  they  placed  him  in  poneuifm  of  hEs 

■  Cf.  NaUlii  A]«xand«T,  Din.  d»  Thtodcrtto.        ■  £p.  xdU.  ad  Thtod> 
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bishopric,  their  decision  beinfi  expressed  by  the  Papal  legates. 
There  was  nothing  in  all  thin  tlmt  placed  the  counoU  above 
the  Pope ;  on  the  contrary,  the  admission  of  Theodorot  to  the 
conncil  as  jud<{e  in  doctrine,  thou^i  not  in  the  case  of  Dies- 
corus,  of  whom  ueverthcless  be  was  allowed  to  be  an  accuaer, 
vhich  waa  forbidden  to  a  degraded  bishop,  was  a  eiguol 
inf^tanco  of  the  deference  which  was  felt  to  he  due  to  the 
Bont^^nce  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome  on  the  case  of  au  Eastern 
bitihop,  who  had  expressly  appealed  to  tliat  jntlgment. 

Another  matter  settled  by  the  council  concerned  the  See 
of  Antioch,  which  had  been  occupied  at  the  liobber  Synod  by 
a  bishop  named  Domnua. 

There  was  something  pathetic  about  this  man's  career. 
He  was  nephew  to  the  celebrated  John  of  Antioch,  and  ex- 
perienced  a  call  to  the  solitary  life.  Fired,  however,  with  the 
idea  of  recalling  his  undo  from  his  sympathiee  with  Nestorius, 
he  left  his  wOl,  contrary  to  the  advice  of  tho  Abbot  Eutbyniius, 
who  predicted  the  roisfortune  that  actually  befel  him.  At 
Antioch  he  won  his  way  to  the  episcopal  tin-one,  succewling  his 
uncle  as  successor  of  Peter  in  that  third  sec  of  Christendom. 
But  his  wc-aknegs  led  him  to  show  tho  white  feather  at  the 
Robber  Synod,  and,  cowed  by  DioHcorua,  lie  consented  to  the 
restoration  of  Eutyches,  and  the  condemnation  of  Flavian. 
But  he  reaitod  a  rich  reward  of  his  cowardice  in  being  deposed 
by  Dioacorufi,  to  whom  he  had  truckled,  on  the  ground  of 
supposed  sympathy  in  the  pat^t  with  Nestorius,  and  of  having 
condemned  Cyril.  The  indulgence  shown  to  the  other  leaders 
of  the  Robiier  Synod  on  their  repentance  was  not  extended  to 
Pomnns  by  St.  hm,  who  forbade  his  restoration  to  the  See  of 
Antioch.     He  ended  his  days  in  penitent  retirement. 

jVnatolius,  in  contravention  of  the  Nicene  Canons,  ordained 
MaKiinns  Bishop  of  Antioch  in  place  of  DomnuB.  And  on  the 
restoration  at  Chalcedon  of  the  bishops  who  had  lapsed  at  the 
Latrocinium,  whilst  other  bishops  were  restored  to  their  sees, 
Maximus  was  allowed  to  retain  his  intruiled  ]iosition  on  the 
sole  ground  that  St.  Leo  had  ordered  that  his  ordination 
should  hold  good.' 

A  writer '  who  professes  the  greatest  regard  for  the  prero- 

>  Uuui.  C  Tit.  p.  S59.  '  QaesoeL 
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gativBS  of  the  Sovareign  Pontiff,  bnt  takes  every  opportnnity 
of  undermining  their  historiciU.  basia,  remarks  on  this  treat- 
ment of  Domnua  and  Maximus,  thai  if  only  the  Act  in  which 
their  case  occurs  were  genuine,  we  should  have  in  our  hands  an 
unequivocal  testimony  to  *  the  supreme  authority  of  the  Pontiff 
both  over  83:nods  and  over  the  Oriental  bishops — the  bishops  of 
the  greater  sees.'  His  argumeuts  against  the  genuineness  of 
the  record  of  this  session  were  dealt  with  in  a  very  satisfactory 
manner  by  Baluzo,  and  in  a  still  more  trenchant  way  by 
TUlemont,  who,  in  spite  of  his  Gallican  sympathies,  prn- 
oouuces  Quesucl's  array  of  argumeuts  uothing  less  than 
imbecile.  It  was  roeervod,  however,  for  the  brothers  BaUerini 
to  Bet  the  matter  nt  rest  by  means  of  a  manuscript  which 
Quesuel  had  nut  seen,  and  which  is  older  even  than  RnHticca. 
Their  refutation  of  Quesnel's  objections  is  complete.' 

The  prerogative  admitted,  in  this  Act,  ae  bclons^i^  to  Loo, 
covers  everything  ever  claimed  by  the  Holy  Hee  in  the  way  of 
jurisdiction.  St.  Leo  dispensed  with  the  irregularity  of 
Maximus*  ordination  in  contravention  of  the  Niceno  canons, 
doubtless  because  he  had  shown  his  fidelity  to  the  true  faith, 
whilst  Domnus,  after  his  cowardly  conduct  at  the  Latroci- 
nium.  did  not  ask  fur  reinKtatement,  bnt  eventually  *  etoeted  to 
retire  to  his  original  seclusion. 

Now  the  authoritative  Sfittlement  on  tho  part  of  the  Bishop 
of  Borne  of  the  succession  to  that  Oriental  see,  one  of  tlw 
three  '  first '  or  '  greater  *  sees,  was,  if  anj'thing  ever  was,  ao 
exercise  of  Papal  supremacy ;  and  the  acceptance  of  the  settte- 
ment  by  those  blshopa  assigning  no  other  ground  except  thfti 
the  settlement  had  been  made  by  the  Pope,  amounts  to  a 
demonstration  that,  in  the  minds  of  the  Eastern  bishops  of 
that  time,  the  government  of  the  Church  was  strictly  and 
properly  Fapai. 

But  further,  the  acceptance  of  the  Papal  dcdaion  conc«m- 
ing  the  Antiochene  succession  ocenrred  in    the  midst  of  a 

>  9ee  an  «XMlIant  saronury  of  fialoxt'i  proof*  of  tb*  gMoiiunsM  ol  tJi* 
A<<t  in  Uiffoa's  Lto  the  OrtaU  vol.  it  pp.  13flO-7ft.  Tba  BAllenai  kftenrv^ 
elenah«d  tha  nutter  hj  tb«  Latin  eepj  of  an  older  Omit  US.  allaJwl  |«  ia  tfat 
t«xt. 

■  For  Ihe  leqaciMM  of  vnaOt,  see  Ui^fne's  tttom*  0pp.  eil.  BalUr.  L  tt. 
p.  736. 
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jssion  which  was  dealing  with  the  case  of  Ibas,  Bishop  of 
Sdesea.'  It  was  propoBed  that  tlie  mumtt'S  of  the  Rubber 
Sjrnod  should  be  read.  To  this  the  Papal  legates  objected  on 
the  Rfound  that  the  acts  of  that  synod  had  been  rendered 
niUl  and  xo'id  by  '  the  AiwatoHc  Bishop  of  tho  city  of  Uome.* 
The  Bishop  of  Constantinople  (Anatolias)  at  once  rose  and 
said  that  he  agreed  that  all  that  was  done  at  that  ill-fated 
synod  was  iuvalid,  excepting  only  what  was  done  in  the 
matter  of  Maxiinus,  Bishop  of  Antiocfa  ;  and  he  gave  as  his 
reason  for  saying:;  so,  that  the  most  holy  .\rchbishop  of  Homo 
had  received  Maximus  into  communion,  and  had  'decided 
that  he  should  preside  over  the  Church  of  the  Antiocbeans.*  ■ 
To  this  the  rest  of  tht*  bishops  agreed. 

So  that  tho  invalidity  of  the  Robber  Synod  was  assigned 
by  these  Eabtern  bishops  simply  and  solely  to  the  decision  of 
the  Bishop  of  Rome ;  and  the  sitiglo  exeoption  made  to  the 
general  im-aliditv  of  its  proceedings  was  one  that  the  Pope 
had  ordered,  and  its  validity  was  attributed  by  these  bishops 
to  the  Papal  decision. 

But  whilst  the  Pope  gave  his  sanction  to  Maximus'  ordina- 
tion to  the  Sec  of  Antioch,  he  refused  it  to  thd  following  com- 
pact now  entered  into  by  that  bishop  in  regard  to  some 
provinces  of  his  patriarchate. 

Juvenal  of  Jcrusa.lem  had  long  set  his  hL'art  upon  the  ex- 
tension of  his  jurisdiction.  Ho  had  8ui;c{!eded  in  so  completely 
gaining  the  ear  of  the  emperor,  Theodosius  II.,  that  he  had 
been  allowed  to  count  in  hia  rule  the  provinces  of  Phoenicia, 
and  also  of  Arabia,  and  the  three  proWncea  of  Palestine, 
which  properly  belonged  to  Autioch.  8t,  Cyril  had  done  his 
utmost  to  oppose  this  iniquitous  proceeding,  and  appealed  to 
the  Pope,  entreating  him  with  earnest  prayer  (*  sollicitii  prtce  ') ' 
to  give  no  ground  for  such  'illicit  attempts.'  But  Juvenal 
gained  liis  caee  with  the  secular  power  by  means  of  forged 
documents. 

The  quarrel  over  this  lust  of  jurisdiction  had  gone  on  until 

'  The  fatetury  of  flifta  doe*  not  come  wiUiui  tbe  scope  of  this  book,  but 
belongs  rather  to  that  of  ilio  filth  council. 

*  ifiX"'  ^<  'A'Tiex^*'  JiKtrAqirfBt  ^Hixoivtrtr  (Maasi,  1.  viL  p.  35S). 

*  Lfonu  Ep.  csii.  ad  Maxlmutn. 

f>  p  2 


436 


AND   WARNED   BY    HJM. 


A.D.  400— UiS 


the  time  of  the  council,  when  Araximus  acquiesced  in  a  com- 
promise, by  which  Antioch  was  to  be  shorn  of  the  three  pro- 
vinceB  of  Palestine,  and  Juvenal  waa  to  give  np  all  claim  to 
the  Pha-nicians  and  Arabians.  But  ^ifaximuB  consented  to 
this  firrangoment  only  '  if  it  was  approved  by  oar  venerable 
Father,  the  Archbishop  of  Greater  Itome.''  Loo,  however, 
withheld  his  sanction,  and  desired  the  Bishop  of  Antioch  to 
keep  liim  well  informed  as  to  what  went  on,  reminding  him 
that  there  must  be  some  better  reason  for  his  allowing  Antioch 
and  Jerusalem  to  break  the  Niccne  settlement  than  htu\  been 
adduced.^  He  also  informed  him  that  tlie  assent  of  his 
legates  was  necessarily  provisional  on  mattern  on  which  thej 
had  no  definite  directions  from  himself.  But  the  Pope  did 
not,  at  least  in  that  tetter,  absolutely  and  finally  decide  the 
matter.  Ho  only  withdrew  hie  sanction,  and  urged  upon 
Masimus  that  he  should  '  share  with  the  Apostolic  See  in  this 
anxious  matter/  and  recognise  theprinleges  of  the  '  third  see ' 
of  Christendom." 

'  Of.  US.  of  Actio. «ditcd  b;  Che  Ballerini.  Tb«  npfmnoD  'OraaUr  BeoMl 
ia  due  to  the  nooount  being  from  a  Omsk  sooroa. 

*  Ep.  ciix.  ad  ilaximtint. 

*  Tbe  writer  in  Uie  Diet,  of  Chr.  Bu>yr.  (vol.  lit  p.  881)  bftB  ooniplotoly  mit- 
nodentood  tbu  phrH«.  He  8pe&L8  ol  Leo  exploiting  Uudnioc,  *  m  •  tAmirr  bx 
no  Apostoliool  See,'  to  maintun  tbe  doctrine,  Jte,  Bl  L«o  taji :  ■  Dignom  «gl 
enim  te  ApostolicAt  mhUs  in  liac  Bollicitudtne  ewe  eonMrtcai  <rt  .  .  .  prnrila(l* 
lefti»  sedis  Rgnosorre.' 


CHAPTER  XXVI. 


THB    BYZANTINE    PLOT. 


It  had  been  vieU  for  the  Church  if  the  council  had  now  dis- 
persed.  But  it  was  not  to  be.  The  biehops  who  remained 
now  tngtiyed  in  a  project  which  had  long  agitated  the  minda 
of  a  few  loading  spirits. 

For  more  than  eighty  years  Constantinople  had  nnrsed  a 
thought  which  was  destined  to  change  the  course  of  occle- 
Biastical  history^  and  plunge  her  into  a  permanent  schism. 
PhotiuK,  who  conBiiminated  the  schism  bt^tween  the  East  and 
-West  in  the  ninth  century,  claimed  for  the  Bishop  of  Constanti- 
rnople  the  title  and  position  of  *  Universal  Bishop.'  The  Bishop 
of  Homo  had  been  such,  according  to  Lis  theory,  until  the 
capital  of  the  empire  pat^Bed  from  Kumc  tu  Byzautiuui.  £ut 
tbu  position  of  luilversal  bleliop  was  based,  according  to  Pho- 
tius,  on  the  secular  grandeur  of  the  city ;  so  that  when  Con- 
stautine  left  I^nnieit  was  only  a  matter  of  time  for  Byzantium 
to  succeed  to  the  honours  of  the  original  capital. 

The  difference  between  this  thcor>'  and  that  which  ob- 
tained in  the  hftli  contury  involved  tho  whole  question  of  the 
property  attributed  to  tbe  Clmrch  u\  the  Nicene  Creed  under 
the  title  *  Apostolic.'  Under  that  title,  in  tbe  mind  of  the  early 
Church,  wiiH  included  tho  government  of  the  Church  by  tho 
Apostles  and  their  sncceRsors ;  understanding  by '  the  Apostles,' 
as  the  primitive  Church  did,  a  body  of  men  wbo  were  aaso- 
ciatt'd  together  by  our  Lord  under  a  visible  head.  '  It  hae 
been  known  to  all  ages,'  so  it  was  said  at  Ephesue,  '  and  it 
is  doubtful  to  none,  that  the  blessed  Apostle  Peter,  the  Prince 
and  hmd  of  the  Ajwetien,  the  rock  and  foundation  of  the 
Catholic  Church,  received  from  our  Saviour  the  keys  of  tlie 
Kingdom.'    And  the  see  of  that  Apostle,  consecrated  by  the 
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blood  of  the  two  Apostles,  Limself  and  St.  Paul,  Iwcame,  in 
the  words  of  St.  IrensBus  and  Si.  Cyprmn,  tlio  principal  or 
ruliiig  Church,  that  which,  according  to  St.  Ignatius  of 
Antioch,  writing  in  the  second  century,  'presided  over  the 
[covenant  of]  love/  and  in  which,  according  to  St.  Aagnstine, 
'  the  principalfihip  had  ever  boeu  in  force,'  and  was  designated 
in  the  termuiology  of  the  whole  Church,  East  and  West,  in 
the  fifth  century,  *  the  Apostolic  See.* 

The  chasm  between  the  teaching  of  the  Bchismatic  Bishop 
of  Constantinople,  Photiua,  in  the  ninth  century,  nnd  hii 
predecessor  in  the  sec  in  the  lifth  century  at  Chalc«(lon,  is' 
exactly  expressed  in  the  words  of  the  latter  when  he  said  to 
Leo  '  The  see  of  Constantinople  has  for  its  pareut  your  own 
Apostolic  See,  having  specially  joined  itself  there  onto.'  ' 

But  although  Anatolius  thus  expressed  the  true  relation 
between  Itome  and  Constantinople,  bis  action  at  ChaJcedonJ 
prepared  the  way  for  the  unhappy  schism  into  which  the- 
East  eventually  plunged,  under  the  guidance  of  the  miserable 
Photius,  with  his  claim  to  be  '  universal  bishop.'  The  ter 
'  universal  bishop '  is  one  which  might  be  properly  used 
express  the  rolatioo  of  the  Apostolic  See  to  the  rest  of 
Church,  but  even  so  it  needed  a  certain  oare  lest  it  aboald 
thought  to  mean  that  other  bishops  were  but  legates  or  vit 
bishops  of  the  one  universal  bisliop.  In  fear  of  this  meaning 
being  attschfd  to  the  terra,  St.  (trcgory  repudiated  it.  It  wi 
however,  freely  used  at  the  Council  of  CbalcL-don.  And  thei 
is  no  fear  of  any  Catholic  nowadays  gi\ing  it  such  an  un- 
orthodox intcrprettUion  as  St.  Gregory  detected  in  John's 
use  of  tilt-  term,  and  so  there  is  no  ground  for  refusing  it  to 
the  occupant  of  the  See  of  Itome.  But  on  the  lips  of  a  bishop 
of  CouHtanliiJople  it  necessarily  implied  a  heresy,  for  it  also 
implied  tliL*  idia  that  the  government  of  the  Church  was  not 
apostolic  but  Eraetiau.  The  earthly  emperor,  according  to 
this  theory,  by  moving  liis  capital,  moved  Ihy  centre  of  the 
Church's  unity.  So  Photius  argued.  N'either  he  nor  his  pre- 
dccoBBors  were  really  preiiared  to  carry  out  their  theory  lo 
its  logical  issue,  for,  as  n  Sovereign  Pfiritiff  asked  of  his  i>nj- 
decessors,  were  they  preimred  to  call  Itavenna,  or  Gan^ra,  or 

'  *  AnaloUut  sd  Leonem  '  iBp.  ol.^ 
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Birmittin,  the  centre  of  the  Church's  govemment  vhen  the 
eioperor  ma*l«  these,  as  he  did,  the  centre  of  hia  rule? 

The  attack  on  the  original  constitution  of  the  Church, 
which  culminated,  under  favourable  political  circuraBtances, 
in  the  schismatic  action  of  the  East  unctur  PhotiuH,  was  com- 
menced in  fact  at  the  Council  of  Conatautinople.  There  the 
bishops  assembled  under  Nectarius  had  dtcrced  a  certain 
precedency  of  honour  to  the  '  New  Rome,'  as  Byzantine  pride 
delighted  to  call  the  city  uf  Constautine. 

But  they  had  not  m  much  as  ventured  to  send  their  canon 

I  to  the  VTest.    It  was  a  purely  local  arrnngoment,  not  sanctioned 
rea  by  the  rest  of  tho  East.'     But  it  was  continually  being 

Eacted  upon,  and  the  titular  prccedeucy  presently  grew  into  a 

'Tery  real  jurisdiction.  Constantinople,  being  the  centre  of 
political  and  commercial  uitereats,  continually  saw  bishops 
from  various  parts  stajnng  in  her  midst,  and  convenience  led 
to  the  custom  of  settling  many  an  ecclesiastical  dispute  in 
meetings  *  composed  of  the  Bishop  of  Constantinople  and  those 
bishops  who  happened  to  be  in  the  imperial  city.  It  came 
also  to  be  sometimes  a  matter  of  convenience  and  sometimes 
a  mattt'f  of  secular  aJvautago  for  bishops  to  be  consecrated  at 
Constanlinople.  And  what  began  an  an  occastonal  practice 
attained  in  course  of  time  to  tho  rank  of  a  regular  custom, 
attended,  as  such  customs  usually  are,  with  pecuniary  ad- 
vantagefi  to  the  see  that  thus  became  an  increasing  centre. ' 
The  lust  of  power,  so  infectious  in  a^i  imperial  centre,  and 

taometimes  n  certain  immediate  disciplinary  gain  to  the  Church, 
had  thus  led  to  claims  in  the  way  of  jurisdiction  which  found 
no  countenance  even  in  the  third  canon  of  the  Council  of 

^Constantinople.  Largo  provinces  of  the  Church  in  the  East 
had  come  under  the  practical  jurisdiction  of  the  Bishop  of 
Constantinople,  though  not  without  struggles  and  alternations 
of  submission  and  resistance. 

Had  Constantinople  remained  Batis&ed  even  nith  this,  her 


>  Mr.  (tore  ^jo  (DkI.  o/  Chr.  Biog..  nit.  '  Leo.'  p.  C63)  that  '  Leo'a  9tat«- 
inent  that  tliU  canon  bad  never  token  effect  is  entiroly  untrue'  Wliat  St.  Leo 
■aid  woi  lliat  the  canon  woa  nnll  and  void  *o  (ar  as  the  Aonction  of  the  Weat 
inu  ooncorned,  and  this  nas  Btrictljr  trae. 

*  Called  Lbu  9iroi^\  ir^mtoiva.  ■  C(.  Cphc  Chakcd.  Act  xvi. 
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relations  l«  tlie  autonomous  epareliies  of  Asia  Jfiuor  and 
PontuA  and  Thrac<>  might  have  been  capable  of  adjuHtment. 
But  tihe  was  c-uutiuuaUy  being  brought  into  contact  with  the 
'  greater  sees,'  as  thej  were  called,  of  Alexandria  and  Antioch. 
And  their  position  of  recognised  «uiieriority  8lood  in  tlio  way 
of  that  programme  of  anirerBal  domination  in  the  East  which 
was  DOW  looming  before  her  mind.    She  bad  made  n  loua 

stride  in  the  third  canon  of  (he  Council  of  Con  iple. 

By  the  arrangement  there  propoaed  she  took  honorary  pre* 
cedenc«  of  Alexandria  and  Antioch.  But  this  canon,  baring 
received  no  ecclesiastical  sanction,  hod  done  no  more  Chiin 
keep  before  the  minds  of  tlie  Eastern  bishops  her  ideal  of 
Church  govermni'nt. 

It  must  not,  however,  be  snppoBed  that  that  ideal  as  at 
present  conceived  included  any  real  equalify  of  jurisdiction 
with  Rome  herself.  Constantinople  wished  to  bo  in  the  Kast 
what  liome  was  as  patriarch  of  the  West.  llaTptapj^iat 
K\t}pov<T&i  was  St.  Gregory  of  Nazianzus'  condemnation  of 
the  East.  The  relation  of  Rome  to  the  ^vholc  Church  u  the 
See  of  St.  Peter^as  in  a  pocubar  and  inalienable  sense,  Um 
Apostolic  See — wa^  too  firmly  rooted  in  the  mind  of  the 
Christian  world  for  any  idea  of  subverting  that  to  enter  as 
yet  into  even  Byzantine  schemes  of  exaltation  ;  that  was  an 
after-thought.  To  be  the  Patriarch  of  the  East  over  Alex- 
andria and  over  Antioch  was  the  summit  of  Constantinople's 
present  ambition.  And,  as  we  shall  see,  Constantinojde  did 
not  dream  of  the  possibility  of  really  securing  thia  object  of 
her  ambition,  txcfpt  ivitU  the.  peruiistiott  of  littintt  u»  rtj/reaent' 
ing  the  hleutd  Apostle  Veter? 

Now,  Constantinople  had  met  with  more  than  one  serioDS 
rebuflr  at  the  Council  of  Chalctdon.  In  discussing  the  com- 
plaint of  PhoiiuB  of  Tyi'c  a  matter  had  eonio  l>efnre  the  Fatbera 
which  touched  the  influence  of  Constantinople  in  her  mortj 
eem^iiive  part.  The  quei^tion  had  arisen  whether  the  meetingvj 
of  the  Bishop  of  Coubtunliuople  and  the  other  bishops  resi- 
dent or  sojourning  in  the  city  could  be  called  a  s^iiocl,  and 
the  bishops  at  Chalcedon  had  refused  to  say  that  they  conld. 


Loller  of  the  bishopi  to  Leo. 
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This  WAS  throwing  a  Bcrious  slight  on  Constantinople' a  method 
of  action  ai  its  very  coro. 

Again,  the  higliops  ol  Asia  haA  desired  that  the  bishops  of 
EphoBUfi  slionld  not  be  ordained  at  Constantinople,  and  the 
conncil  had  refnaed  to  supiwri  Constantinople  in  this  her 
growing  custom. 

Once  more,  the  bishoiie  had  refused  to  give  a  definite  sanc- 
tion to  Constantinople's  custom  of  ordaining  a  bishop  for 
BaaiUnopohs. 

The  limo  had  therefore  come  for  Constantinople  to  make 
one  desperate  effort  to  gain  a  quasi- synodical  sanction  for  the 
position  which  she  claimed  as  second  only  to  Home.  Every- 
thing favoured  her  ambitious  project.  The  bishops  had  left 
Chalcedou  by  the  htmdred,  and  amongst  those  (hat  wero  left 
there  was  not  one  that  might  not  be  counted  on  for  either 
aeaent  or  silence. 

Of  the  two  '  greater  sees '  Alexandria  was  vacant,  and 
Antiocb  was  occupied  by  a  partisan  of  AnatoUus,  who  owed  to 
him  his  Irregular  elevation,  wlneh  had  been  pardoned  by 
Home  only  (as  i.c-o  said)  '  for  the  sake  of  peace.' ' 

Constantinople,  therefore,  had  nothing  to  fear  from  these. 
She  only  needed  a  lack  of  Kcrupalous  faime^^s  on  bur  own 
part  to  enable  lior  to  press  the  matter  to  a  successful  issue 
under  these  favourable  circumstances.  But  further,  she  could 
count  ui>on  at  least  the  silence  of  another  blading  prelate,  viz. 
Juvenal  of  Jerusalem,  who  had  himself  just  gained  the  object 
of  his  ambition  for  the  last  twenty  years  in  the  compromise 
by  which  he  had  wrested  three  provinces  from  Antioch.  He 
at  any  rate  was  not  in  a  position  to  comphiin  of  any  illicit 
stretch  of  j urisdlction  on  the  part  of  another.  And  Juvenal 
and  AnatoUus  had  a  further  bond  in  that  both  had  come 
imder  tlie  influence  of  Dioscorns  and  coquetted  with  Euty- 
chianism.  Then  the  Bishop  of  Heraclea,  the  Primate  of 
Thrace,  was  absent,  and  ho  was  very  closely  concerned  in  the 
project  that  Constantmople  had  before  her  of  extending  her 
actual  jurisdiction  as  well  as  securing  the  semblance  of  syn- 
odical  sanction  for  titular  prece<lencc.  This  primate  was 
represented  by  Lucian,  who  was  so  friendly  to  Anatoliua  that 

'  ■  Stodio  pacta.' 
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he  was  sent  by  hira  to  Romn  on  this  Tory  matter.     Ephesasaj 
again,  of  sapreme  importance,  ae  one  of  the  exaxchies  to  bs 
robbod  of  its  autoDomy,  was  vacant,  BaBsian  and  Stcphea 
having  been  dcpnged.     ThnliusHius  of  Cfcsarca  wan  there*,  but 
did  not  8ul)flcribe.     The  lllyrians  were  not  there,  not  even 
Tbeesalouia,  neither  waB  Aneyra.  Corinth,  Nicomedia,  Coflpj 
or  loonium,  nil  of  them  important  centrea.     In  fact,  the  little 
knot  of  bishops  whom  Constantinople  gathered  roond  herself 
by  various  means  could  not  by  any  stretch  of  language  be 
called   a   representative  eccleBiastical  body.     Moreover  tfaeyi 
bad  no  leave  from  Kome  to  discuss  the  question  now  fore 
upon  the  bisbope  by  Constantinople ;  it  mu  no  part  of 
council's    programme.      It   was   simply  a   plot   flgainst   ihe 
Chureh's  ordtr,  wttli  hardly  a  name  that  would  command  the 
confidence  of  the  Church  except  EusebiuB  of  Dorylwum.    The 
imperial  commissioners  were  aaked  to  assist  at  the  Beesion,^ 
but  they  refused.     The  legates  also  witlidrew.    There  waft' 
not  a  single  Western  bishop  present.    But  these  'astute' 
Orientals,  as  the  African  bishop  Facundus  colled  thorn,  drev. 
up  a  canon  which  flung  the  Nicene  settlement  as  to  prece- 
dence to  the  winds,  and  assigned,  on  the  one  hand,  the  first 
place  in  the  East  lo  Constantinople,  and  on  the  other  band 
gave  her  jurisdiction  over  Asia  Minor,  Thrace,  and  Poutus. 
Their  metropolitans  were  to  be  deprived  of  their  imsition 
as  left  to  them  by  the  N'icene  Fathers,  and  Constantinople 
to  be  not  only  New  Borne  in  the  civil  order,  but  in  the  eccle-^ 
siostical  hierarchy  she  was  to  stand  second  lo  Home  in  point 
of  titular  precedence,  antl  at  the  same  time  to  receive 
enormous  extension  of  her  jurisdiction  in  the  East.     Bbe 
hoped  and  tried  to  gain  the  confirmation  and  ordination 
the  provincial  bishops  as  well  ae  of  the  metropolitans,  Imt 
owing  to  the  opposition  of  some  metropolitans  she  failed  in 
this  part  of  her  project. 

On  tlie  following  day  the  Papal  legatee  demanded  an 
explanation  of  what  had  been  done  in  their  absence.  They, 
had  absented  themselves  on  the  technical  groond  that 
ihe  dt'finitiuit  of  faith  had  been  drawn  up,  and  the  matter 
the  lapsed  bishops  dealt  with,  their  commission  ended.  Bat 
it  turned  out  that  they  had  also  received  orders  from  Rome 
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to  oppose  any  attempt  at  altering  the  relatione  of  bishops  on 
the  groand  of  the  civiJ  »tatm  of  their  sees.  Leo  was  ah'cady 
well  anare  of  the  ambitious  projects  of  Constantluoplt;. 

Aetius,  the  archdeacon,  now  did  his  Ix'St  to  purge  the 
action  of  the  bishops  of  its  irregularity.  He  said  that  it  mufit 
be  owned  that  the  matters  of  faith  htid  bwn  decided  in  a 
fitting  way,  but  plf;aded  that  it  was  cuBtonmry  to  take  in 
hand  other  necessary  matters;  that  they  had  afiked  the 
legates  to  be  present,  but  without  success,  and  that  they  had 
received  the  permisBion  of  the  imperial  commisBiouers  to 
proceed  with  the  business.  The  legates,  however,  maintained, 
and  were  prolmbly  justified  in  maintaining,  that  the  bishops 
had  signed  in  fear ;  that  thy  proposed  canon  contravened 
the  Niceue  settlement ;  that  it  was  professedly  grounded  on 
canons  which  had  not  been  enrolled  amongst  those  uf  the 
Church  ;  '  and,  lastly,  that  if  they  had  been  bencBtiiig  by  the 
aaid  canon  np  till  now.  what  need  of  anything  further? — and 
if  they  had  not,  why  do  they  now  apply  for  sanction  for  that 
whiflh  is  an  infringement  of  the  canons  ? — reasoning  which  was 
unanswerable. 

In  consequence  of  this  mention  of  the  canons,  the  com* 
issioners  requested  that  each  n'u\e  should  read  the  canons 
on  which  they  relied.  The  legates  accordingly  read  the  sixtli 
canon  of  Xicfea,  in  which  Alexandria  and  Antioch,  and  not 
Constantinople,  come  after  Itome.  Aetius  is  then  supposed 
to  have  read  first  a  slightly  different  version  of  the  sumo 
canon,  and  then  the  third  of  Constantinople.  lint  this  is  in 
the  highest  degree  improbable,  since  his  supposed  reading  of 
tlmt  version  makes  nothing  fur  the  point  at  issue.  The  rise 
of  Constantinople  took  plaeo  after  the  Council  of  Nica^a ;  no 
one  pretends,  or  pr&tendcd,  that  the  Nicene  canons  in  any 
way  assisted  Constantinople  in  its  present  aims.  It  was  then 
an  inferior  see,  and  left  so  by  the  Nicene  Fathers.  It  was  on 
the  third  canon  of  Constantinople  that  these  bishops  took 
their  stand,  as  their  resolution  in  the  previous  session  bIiows. 
The  Nicene  canon  was  their  difficulty.  Jndeed,  in  one  of  the 
oldest  versions  of  the  Acta  of  Gialcedon  that  we  possess,  this 
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recitation  of  the  sixth  canon  by  Actius  docs  uot  ii[^>c4r.', 
There  are  also  other  ludicuttons   that  the   text   has  been' 
tampered  with  here ;  for  between  the  supposed  recitation  of 
the  sixth  canon  and  that  of  the  third  of  Constantinoplt*  occurs 
the  statement  that  '  the  same  secretary  read  from  the  suine 
codex  the  syuodicou  of  the  second  synod,'  which  Mansi  rightly 
transfers  to  the  uiArpu,  ns  an  im|iOHsihIe  stateuient  to  hs\ 
occurred  in  the  original.    The  Council  of  Constantinople 
not  called  'the  second  synod'   until  after  the  Council  of 
Chalcedon  had  placed  it  in  that  rank.     The  expression,  there', 
fore,  belongs  to  a  later  period  than  the  original  of  the  Counoill 
of  Chalcedon.    Accordingly,  Busticus,  who  bad  before  him 
very  early  manuscripts,  omits  this  expression,  although  thi* 
sixth  canon  appears  in  Ins  manuscript.     The  insertion,  there- 
fore, had  been  made  before  his  time,  donbtloHS,  a»  has  beat] 
suggested  above,  by  a  Greek   scribe,  who,  seeing  a  Grt 
version  of  the  i>ixth  canon  in  the  margin,  put  it  into  tho  text,' 
and  aome  aft«r  copyist  inserted  the  remark  about  the  second 
»j*nod.      Dr.  Bright  refers  to  the  expression  *  nRcumenical,' 
used  by  the  council  of  382  of  the  council  of  381 ; »  but  ihiS' 
could  at  that  date  only  mean  that  it  was  a  council  of  all  the 
East,  and  it  is  certain  that  it  had  not  yet  hoen  reckoned  by 
the  Church  in  general  an  the  second  synod.    It  would  have 
been  a  simple  impertinence  to  call  it  the  second  synod  before 
it  had  recfiivod  such  a  designation  from  tho  whole  Cburc 
Hefele  seems  to  have  misunderstood  the  Ballorini's  orgnmenO 
in  urging  that  it  was  at  Chalcedon  that  the  Council  of  Con- 
stantinople took  its  place  as  second  in  the  general  councils. 
This  is,  of  course,  true ;  but  the  original  of  lliis  Act  could 
hardly  have  started  the  phrase.' 

What,  however,  is  of  greater  importance  is  the  conclusuoo 
which  tht!  imperial  commissioners  now  drew  from  the  whole 
discussion.    The  legates  bad  quoted  the  sixth  Xioene  canon, 

■  Th«  Coda  Jutianti*,  now  e<UIed  ParUientis.  Balou  flnt  notia*d  UuB, 
and  bu  been  followed  t>y  tbe  BaU«rUu. 

*  Notes  on  tlu  Canom,  Ots.,  IdOS,  p.  'ns.  Thfl  f«kd«t  moM  not  suppose  Oul 
tbe  reEerence  to  Thoodorot  which  Dr.  Brigbt  gives  oonUtoi  may  oxpnmoa  ot 
thai  writer  in  f&TOOt  o(  hit  opinion  ;  it  onl;  oontaina  the  lett«r  ol  tha  aooaoO 
01383. 

*  B«U«rioi,  De  Anlij.  CelUet.  CMotmn,  Put  1.  eop.  vi.  S. 
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boginnins  '  Romo  liaa  alwaya  held  the  primjic-y,*  and  had  read 
onwards  nbout  Alexandria  and  Antioch.  The  Archdeacon  of 
Couatantiuoplc  had  rend  thr  third  Canon  of  Constantinople. 
Several  of  the  itishopH  had  taknii  thn  side  of  f'onstantinople, 
and  expressed  their  perfect  uUliiigtiess  to  t^ubordiuutc  their  sees 
to  that  of  the  imperial  city;  Euaebiiia  of  Ancyra,  however, 
whilst  he  proclaimed  bis  willingncBS  to  do  tlio  siime,  protesting 
Againat  the  pecuniary  exactions  with  which  this  subordination 
had  been  accompanied.  The  commissioners  decided  that  two 
things  were  plain  from  the  Acts  and  depositions — first,  that 
the  primacy  {Trpwriia — the  very  word  used  in  the  sixtli  Nicene 
canon,  as  cited  hy  the  Papal  legate)  belonged  to  Old  Rome. 
About  this  thtre  had  been  no  question,  and  it  is  obyioua  tliat 
the  imperial  coinmissionfrB  could  decide  nothing  aiwut  that. 
But,  secondly,  they  decided  that  New  Rome  onght  to  have — 
not  a  primacy  auch  as  Rome  had.  which  tlie  whole  history  of 
the  council  proves  to  have  involved  jurisdiction  in  the  minds 
of  all  the  bifihopfi — but  the  same  honorary  privileges,  aa  Rome, 
besides  her  primacy,  and  as  a  condetjueuce  of  it,  aleo  posHesBed. 
Borne,  they  had  said,  possessed  two  things — honorary  pre- 
cedence and  primacy ;  Constantinople  uught  to  posacas  In  the 
Rftfit  that  honorary  precedence  which  Rome  poaaeased  over  the 
whole  Church.' 

Thas  Constantinople  laid  the  foundation  of  her  desired 
patriarchfttt^  over  the  East,  and  Buppliod  the  premiss  fi-om 
which  I'hotius  was  one  day  to  draw  the  conclnsion  in  claiming 
nniveraal  jurisdiction. 

It  is  difBcult  to  understand  how  Ulr.  Gore  conM  manage 
to  aee  '  Rome's  self-aasertion '  at  the  bottom  of  all  this. 
Canon  Bright  alao  rcproducea  with  approval  the  ftentence  in 
which  Mr.  Gore  makes  the  atrango  stfiteinent,  that  it  ia  '  more 
than  prohahlL'  [mr]  that  the  Relf-assertion  of  Rome  excited 
the  jealousy  of  the  East,  and  thus  Eastern  bishops  secretly 

*  wf^  tirTmn  t^ir  t4  wpttt^'a  not  tJjh  ifal^rov  ti>())i'  aav&  t«v»  cardrat  t^^  T^t 
rpHrfi^tiof  'M^iri  ffo^tarivtr  ^x'*"'"'^'V  ♦BAirrfafltM,  I  do  twt  Meu  how,  in 
vMw  of  this  uiKlisptitocI  original,  it  cad  be  niaiiitAin«d,  ks  ii  \a  hy  »o  oiony 
Anglioao  wrilvrv ,  that  th«  legalM'  version  wm  a  (orgerv.  I  ina;  DneiitLoo  Caaoa 
Brighl,  Cftnon  CarUir,  Mr.  PuU«r.aod  the  Bialiop  o(  Lincoln,  as  amoagst  rtKient 
writers  who  lajr  Rreat  BlrcBS  on  ihii  izrukginturj  forgery.  The  Conndl  olotrljr 
uooopWd  Uui  P.ipal  Icgatt^'s  (ittotation  as  accurate. 
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felt  that  the  cause  of  Congtaatinoplo  was  theirs.'  It  mast 
have  been  TYry  'secretly'  folt,  for  there  is  not  a  soUtar; 
allusion  in  tlieir  speeches  to  Ruch  an  idea,  whilst  they  are 
from  end  to  end  of  the  council  brimful  of  acknowledgments 
of  the  service  which  Lt;o  had  rendered  to  the  Church  of  God. 
80  far  as  the  records  go,  the  bishops,  whatever  thej  *  secretly 
felt,'  were  open  in  their  avowals  that,  to  use  their  own  words, 

*  Qod  has  given  the  syaod  a  champion  against  every  error  in 
the  person  of  the  Boman  bishop,  who,  like  the  ardent  Peter, 
desires  to  lead  everyone  to  God.'  (Synod's  letter  toMarcian.) 
St.  Nicolas  said  to  Photiiis,  of  the  crisis  which  arose  in  con- 
8e({uence  of  the  Latrocinium,  '  If  the  great  Leo  bad  not  bei.>n 
diWnely  moved  to  open  his  mouth,  the  Cbristiau  religion 
would  havo  perifihnd  outright.' 

Mr.  Gore's  suggestion  bears,  indeed,  no  serious  relation  to 
the  factii.  It  may  he  fairly  said  of  it,  as  Canon  Bright  hu 
m'u\  of  a  contention  of  the  Ballcrini,  mentioned  above,  thai 

*  nothing  but  an  intelligible  bias  could  account  for  a  suggestton 
80  futile.' '  The  '  self-assertion*  was  all  on  the  part  of  Con- 
stantinople. 

The  legates  entered  their  protest  on  the  technical  ground 
that  the  ApostoUo  Seo  had  not  been  consulted  as  to  the  dis- 
cusHion  of  this  i|ucslinn,'''  and  that  the  jiroposal  was  a  violation 
of  the  Nicene  canons.  They  ask  that  the  proceedings  of  the 
previous  day  be  cancelled,  or  eisp  that  their  up|>osition  be 
recorded,  *  so  that  we  may  know  what  we  ought  to  report  lo 
the  Apostolic  man,  the  Pope  of  the  Universal  Church,  so  that 
he  himself  may  pm>s  seiitent^t!  on  the  injury  done  to  his  see 
or  on  the  overthrow  of  the  canons  ' — the  injury  done  to  ibe 
Holy  See  by  debating  the  question  without  its  consent,  and 
the  overthrow  of  the  canons  by  displacing  Alexandria  in  favour 
of  ConstAutiiiople. 

In  spite,  however,  of  the  legates*  protest  the  bishops  vot«l 
the  canon. 

The  matter  could  not,  of  course,  stand  there.  Compara- 
tively speaking,  as  we  have  seen,  they  were  but  a  handful  of 

'  Brt(;bt'8  Nota  on  tKt  CoundU,  p.  148. 

'  This  Beenu  to  be  the  meaning  of  ihe  l«gat««'  wonU,  «rh{«h  art  obtOBR. 
Ii  Im  noit  Id  «ooordu)M  w^th  what  L«o  Mjra  in  hit  1«tlen  M  lb*  ffobJaoL 
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bishops,'  most  of  them  of  seee  grouped  round  Constantinople, 
and  their  leaders  far  from  enjoying  tho  esteom  of  the  Catholic 
world.  Their  canon  was  the  work  '  rather  of  Greek  sophists 
than  of  FatherB  of  the  Church." '  They  had  adroitly  tacked  on 
their  new  claim  over  three  large  mctroiioUtanutce  (which  by  the 
Nicene  Council  had  heen  left  autonomous)  to  the  third  eanon 
of  CoDstautinople,  so  that  the  new  and  old  parts  read  like  one, 
iu  which,  as  Cauon  Bri^^ht  remarks,  thoy  were  more  'astute 
than  candid.'  It  web  not  true,  as  they  ^acrtod,  that  tlie 
Fathers  (if  the  Nicene  Fathers  were  meant)  '  gave '  her  (patri- 
archal ■"')  privileges  to  the  See  of  liome ;  they  only  recogniaed 
vhat  was  ah'eady  ancient.  It  was  not  true  that  what  the 
Nicone  Fathers  recognised  as  ancient  custom  was  due  to  the 
Becol&r  position  of  tho  See  of  liome.  Iler  privileges  were 
settled  by  herself  as  See  of  Bi.  Peter.  It  was  not  true  that 
the  Fathers  of  Constantinople  had  hestowed  anything  in  the 
way  of  jmisdiction,  but  merely  the  second  rank  in  the  way  of 
honorary  precedence.  It  was  not  true  that  Constantinople 
had  any  right  over  Pontus,  Thrace,  and  Asia  Minor.  The 
bishops, moreovcr,enunciated  a  principle,  which  had  its  natural 
iMjquel  in  the  present  subservience  of  the  Greek  schism  to  the 
Czar  on  the  one  hand  and  to  the  Sultan  on  the  other.*  It  so 
mixed  up  the  movements  of  the  Church  and  the  State  as  to 
secularise  the  former  and  ensconce  tho  latter  in  the  position  of 
the  real  determinant  of  the  Church's  jurisdiction.  No  wonder 
that  only  about  150  bishops  out  of  the  original  fiOO  could  be 
induced  to  sign,  and  that  Bt.  Leo  could  fearlessly  call  it  an 
'extorted  subscription,'  even  after  some  few  at  the  session  had 
denied  that  they  were  eompeUE-d  to  subscribe.  St.  Leo  knew  that 
bis  legates  were  right  in  their  estimate  of  the  kind  of  influence 
that  had  been  brought  to  bear  upon  these  subservient  bishops. 
The  matter,  then,  could  not  rest  there.  Indeed  these  bishopa 

*  And  yvt  Mr.  Puller  m^  that '  tho  Ooaneil,  ah  %  whole,  puMd  it '  (Primi- 
tie*  SainU,  p.  20).  Cftnon  Bright  tnow  correctly  spc»ka  of  ihe  diffrranc*  in 
ntuobcr  t>«twe«n  Hksg  bishops  and  thoM  who  Blgiwd  the  Tome  aa  *  aifrnifiuanl.' 

'  llobrbacher,  Hifl.  vol.  iv.  p.  Mi. 

*  Thetx'  i«  no  iri'liotUon  thnl  tiu^m  bisliopn  at  Chklcedon  wer«  professing  to 
deal  with  ftnjthing  but  tbe  patriarchal  righto  of  Rome :  her  primius;  was  left 
as  it  was. 

*  C(.  Itobrbaoher,  UuL  loo.  cit. 
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Ihcmselvefl  did  not  entertain  Xha  idea  that  their  actwaa  final; 
and  accordingly  lltey  set  to  worlt  tu  giiiu  a  favourable  deciaion 
£roiu  Leo,  in  spite  of  bis  legates'  protest.  They  hod  tbe 
emperor  on  their  side,  and  the  game  was  worth  pnrfioing  ;  for 
even  if  tbcy  lost  in  the  present,  they  had  taken  a  step  forward 
for  the  future. 

It  is  ccrtajuly  niitonishin}*  that  writers  who  are  &o  foil  of 
Bome's  supposed  '  self-assertion '  and  '  exorbitant  claima  * 
should  not  only  pardon  bat  defend  these  arrogant  pretensloiu 
of  Constantinople.  Yet  it  is  the  case  that  the  mont  DniT^- 
sally  accepted  writers  amongst  Anglicans  have  for  the  hist  three 
centuries  taken  their  stand  on  this  canon,  and  eeeu  in  it  an 
acceptance,  by  the.  Cktirch,  of  the  principle  that  Rome  owed  all 
her  pri\-iJcge8,  not  to  her  relationship  to  tbe  Apostle  Peier» 
and  through  him  to  our  Lord's  institation,  bat  to  her  secular 
poqition  as  the  capital  of  the  Roman  Empire.  How,  tt  may  bo 
askedr  uan  llie  Church  be  ideutified  with  these  Eastern  adven- 
turers, men  whose  antecedents  were  in  almost  every  case 
Ruflicicntly  suspicious  to  deprive  their  judgment  on  such  a 
matter  of  half  its  value  ?  AnatoHos,  originally  Becretary  to 
Dioscoras,  and  wavering  in  the  Eutycbian  troubles  ;  Jnvenal. 
one  of  tbe  leaders  at  the  Robber  Synod,  and  himself  involved 
iu  an  ambitious  scheme  for  tbe  stretch  of  his  jarisdictiuii ; 
Moximas,  who  had  been  irregularly  ordained  by  AnatoliuK 
himi^elf,  his  ordination  only  sauctioued  by  Leo  for  the  aake  of 
peace  ;  Alexandria  vacant ;  and  the  rest,  must  of  them,  iu  no 
position  to  withstand  the  pressore  which  the  legates  anerted 
had  been  put  upon  them  by  Constantinople — how  can  t3ie«e  I 
taken  to  represent  the  Church  ? 

It  may  be  asked,  how  did  the  Kmperor  Marcian  come  to 
second  Constantinople's  ambition  ?  Perhaps  the  true  aiuv«r 
is,  that  he  saw  in  the  proposed  arrangement  certain  ccmTem- 
ences  which  commended  it  to  his  mind  from  a  poUtical  point 
of  view.'  And  it  was  undoubtedly  thp  case  that  the  prop 
armngcment  had  something  in  its  favour,  and  miglit  h« 
passed  muster  had  it  not  conflicted  with  a  higher  prineiplu  of 
action.  As  things  then  stood,  Constantinople  hnvini;  Ikh'OT 
the  actual  centre  of  life  in  tbe  East,  it  was  certainly  a  natt 
'  Cr.  Befel*,  to  loco. 
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pOBition  for  a  politician  to  adopt,  that  the  ecclesiastical  appa- 
ratas  should  adapt  itself  to  the  new  circumstancoB,  and  that  the 
London  of  the  East  shoold  become  the  root  and  womb  of  the 
Church  in  the  future.  But  Marcian  did  not  see  that  another 
principle  was  being  introduced,  which,  if  admitted,  must  have 
been  subversive  of  the  Church's  spiritual  and  supernatural 
order,  as,  indeed,  it  proved  to  be  under  Peter  the  Czar.  When 
Marcian  saw  this — indeed,  as  soon  as  he  found  that  St.  Leo 
was  opposed  to  the  arrangement — he  dropped  his  patronage  of 
the  scheme.*  But  the  bishopa  braced  themselves  to  the  work 
of  persuading  Leo  that  their  canon  was  harmless  and  worthy 
of  hia  necessary  sanction. 

■  Of.  infra,  p.  459. 
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CHAPTER  XXVn. 

THE    EASTEnKS'    RKCOONITION    OF   PAPAL    STTpRRUACT. 

No  one  will  deny  the  incomparable  importance  of  the  letter 
which  was  now  addressod  to  Leo  by  the  remnant  of  the  synod 
concerning  their  new  proposal.  The  twenty-eighth  CanOD  of 
Chalcedon  is  really  tlie  sheet-anchor  of  the  .Anglican  position. 
Belying  as  that  position  does  on  the  first  four  general  councils, 
it  i»  maintaineil  that  the  judgment  of  the  Council  of  Chalcedon, 
anpposed  to  be  expressed  in  this  canon,  is  sufficient  to  esta- 
blish the  theory  that  the  primacy  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome  waa 
considered  in  the  East  to  be  due,  not  to  his  relation  to  St. 
Peter,  but  to  the  imperial  position  of  the  city  of  Borne.  The 
belief  in  any  real  relationship  to  St.  Peter  postulates  a  divine 
orifjin  for  the  primacy  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  for  it  involroe 
the  l)elief  that  our  Lord  included  that  priroaey  in  His  words 
to  the  Apostle.'  And  if  the  primacy  be  in  any  setua  diTine, 
it  is  uidi6[)ensable.  No  amount  of  misconduct  on  the  part  of 
its  rcpresentatiTea  can  justify  us  in  altering  the  linos  laid 
down  by  our  Divine  Lord  Himself.  But  this  twenty-eightli 
canon  proves,  so  it  is  confidently  asserted,  that  the  Blahop 
of  Rome  only  held  a  certain  primacy  by  reason  of  his  being 
Bishop  of  the  Imperial  City.  He  was,  so  it  ia  saJd,  only 
primus  inter  pares.  Constantinople  (it  is  urged)  waa  placed 
by  this  canon  in  the  second  position  on  a  principle  which 
proves  that  Home's  primacy  was  one  of  mere  presidency,  of 
honour  '  without  definite  powers  * — in  a  word  that  the  Bishop 
of  Rome  was  only  the  •  First  Patriarch.' 

Now  it  ia  important  to  remembor  that  the  Bishop  of  Bome 

*  Ct.  Lanfnuic*).  nrgamcQt  at  the  CatmcU  of  Windsor,  which  Mnaad  itial 
the  eammis^an  to  Petvr  incifldcil  his  snooenon— an  Msimirtian  aaaiiitoil  oa 
both  tides,  ij.  hj  tha  whole  Bo^b  Chureh. 
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teat  the  first  patriarch,  and  this  canon  recognises  him  as  snoh. 
There  is  no  dispute  about  this.  Leo  XUI.  is  to-day  not  only 
Bishop  of  Rome,  but  Pati'iarch  of  the  West.  The  fault  of  tho 
so-callpd  twenty-eighth  cauon,  therefore,  did  not  lie  in  its  ro- 
co^tion  of  Home's  patriarchal  position  ;  its  mistake  lay  in 

liattribiiting  even  that  position  purely  to  her  connection  with 
the  imperial  city,  whf^rcas  the  matter  really  stood  thus: — St- 
Peter  selected  Itome,  and  Rome  was  the  capital  of  the  empire. 
His  successors  reaped  the  fruit  of  his  \nsc  choice,  and  uttUsed,, 
aa  they  were  meant  to  do,  the  advantages  of  a  natxural  centre. 
Ecclesiastical  Borne  was  able  to  1m^  what  nho  was  because  she 
was  the  See  of  Peter ;  she  was  also  a3)Ie  to  do  her  work  at 
first  as  she  did  because  her  induenec  radiated  from  the  me- 
tropolis of  the  empire.  Tier  patriarchal  sway  was  subordinate 
to  her  apostolical  jurisdiction  ;  bnt  it  was  a  reality.  It  is 
difficult  to  draw  the  line  between  the  apostolical  and  patri- 
archal elements  of  ht;r  position,  for  the  latter  is  necessarily 
overshadowed,  and  coloured,  and  informed  by  the  former; 
but  her  relationship  to  Peter,  the  prince  and  head  of  the 
Apostles,  is  clear,  aud  occupied  an  unmistakable  place  in  the 
thoughts  of  the  bishops  at  Chalcedon.  It  was  expressed  em- 
phatically and  in  the  most  precise  terms  by  the  comparatively 
few  bishops  who  passed  this  cauon  in  favour  of  Constanti- 
nople.    The  terms  which  they  use  in  their  letter  to  Leo  can- 

fmot,  without  doing  violence  to  the  laws  which  govern  men's 
minds,  be  attributed  simply  to  flattery  or  general  Eastei'n 
couitesy.  This,  wliich  is  the  favourite  Anglican  explanation 
of  these  bishops'  statements,  is  excluded  by  the  circumstances 
which  produced  the  letter.' 

The  bishops  were,  it  is  true,  concerned  to  flatter  St.  Leo, 
if  possible  ;  they  wanted  to  gain  something  from  him.  But 
what  they  wanted  to  gain  was  of  that  nature  that  the  parti- 
cular terms  used  by  them  were  the  last  in  the  world  that  they 
would  have  dreamt  of  addressing  to  him  at  this  juncture, 
merely  with  a  view  to  flatter,  even  if  they  supposed  that  Leo 
was  the  man  to  be  seduced  by  honeyed  words  in  a  matter  of 
such  supreme  importance.  Consider  the  circumstances  under 
which  they  wrote.    Leo  had  showu  himself  above  all  things 
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zealous  for  the  canons  of  the  Church.  It  was  thifl  trait  which 
the  Emperor  Marciau  singled  out  for  praise  in  his  encomium 
of  the  Pontiff  during  this  whole  transaction.  And  the  hiahojw 
nt  Chalcedon  who  passed  the  twenty-eighth  canon  were,  as  the 
African  bishop  Facundua  descrihed  them  in  the  next  century, 
'  afttute  aa  serpontB.'  Is  it  to  be  supposed  that  these  astute 
bishops  would  give  away  their  case  by  telling  St.  Leo  that  ht- 
was  in  precisely  that  position  which  their  canon,  according  to 
the  Ani^licnn  interi)retation,  was  concerned  to  deny  or  ignore? 
If  they  admitted  that  St.  Leo  was  their  'head,'  they  were 
admitting  that  their  position  next  after  him  was  eecondary  in 
the  Benee  of  subordinate,  and  that  tlieir  canon  was  valueless 
without  hia  sanction.  If  they  asserted  that  St.  Leo  was  the 
instrument  whereby  the  teaching  of  the  rrxnce  of  the  Apostlei 
waa  made  known  to  them,  they  were  giving  away  the  whole 
position  wiiich  Aii^jlicans  consider  essential  to  their  own 
eecurity.  Compliment  a  rj*  terms  which  expressed,  in  plain 
Greek  and  Latin,  a  truth  which  Leo  had  all  along  maintained 
and  actiid  upon,  cease  to  be  complimentary  in  the  ordinary 
sense  of  the  term :  they  denote  the  acceptance  of  the  ^wsition. 

Now  the  btBhops  did  tell  St.  Leo  that  *  be  was  their  head, 
and  they  but  members.'  What  could  l>e  their  idea  in  using. 
by  way  of  compliment,  such  an  expression  as  that?  Did 
they  suppose  that  Leo  would  not  take  thera  at  their  word  and 
treat  them  as  members  and  act  as  their  head  ? 

Then,  again,  they  did  tell  St.  Leo  that  he  was  their 
'  leader  '  in  the  council,  through  his  legates.  They  used  the 
very  word  which  our  Lord  used  to  His  Apostles  when  He  told 
them  that  there  should  be  a  leader  amongst  them,  and  that 
their  leader  should  be  as  He  Himself  was  in  their  midst — 
'  Even  06  I  am  amongst  you ' — not  lording  it  over  them,  bat 
teaching,  guiding,  gorerning.  Did  they  suppose  that  Leo 
would  smile  at  the  term  and  take  no  advantage  of  it? 

Again,  thoy  did  tell  St.  Leo  that  he  bad  been  to  them 
interpreter  of  the  voice  of  Peter.'  It  waa,  on  the 
Buppoaition,  exactly  the  wrong  occasion  to  say  that.  Tb^ 
were  not  Enetern  heathens  addressing  heathen  n^ahs,  or 
Hindu  suppUantfl  before  their  conquerors.  They  were  Chrift- 
tian  bishops — not,  it  is  true,  the  best  siKcimcns ;  but  still,  all 
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Eastern  as  tliey  were,  they  had  not  lost  aU  Christian  sense  of 
truth  in  spite  of  tlieir  Eastern  cunning.  On  tho  other  hand, 
they  knew  that  it  wae  the  teaching  of  Leo  that  he  was  the 
BUCcesBor  of  Peter,  and  as  Buch  the  ruler  of  the  Christian 
Church.  And  they  were  not  bo  utterly  devoid  of  all  sense  of 
tnith,  and  of  ordinary  common  sense,  tm  to  snppose  that  in 
putting  such  a  weapon  into  Leo's  hand  as  their  own  recogni- 
tion of  his  position  as  snccessor  of  Peter,  they  would  advance 
the  cause  of  Constantinople.  Whereas  if  the  Christian  world 
held  that  Leo  was  their  head,  their  language  was  natural,  for 
then  they  lost  nothing  l>y  saying  so. 

Again  they  did  tell  St.  Leo  that  *  the  vineyard  bad  been 
entrosted  to  him  hy  the  Saviour,'  in  a  way  which  implied  that 
he  Btood  in  a  different  relation  to  that  vineyard  from  the  rest 
of  the  bi8hoi>8.  And  they  did  tell  him  that  he  was  the  *  father' 
i  Constantinople,  and  trusted  that  he  would  '  exteml  his 
'fcontfd  care  over  that  part  of  the  vineyard.'  In  fact  they  as 
mnch  AS  said  there  is  no  such  thing  as  an  independent  national 
Church.  Although  we  are  the  East,  and  under  one  emperor, 
and  you  are  u]  the  West  and  under  another,  still  you  have 
responsibilities  towards  the  East,  and  a  paternal  relation  to 
it,  and  you  acted  as  our  ruler  in  the  council,  and  were  the 
interpreter  to  us  of  the  Prince  of  the  Apostles,  and  we  apply 
to  you  for  that  sanction  without  wlnrh  our  canon  can  never 
be  the  voice  of  the  Catholic  Church.  This  was  what  they 
Baid. 

Indeed,  they  said  more  than  this ;  for  they  told  St.  Leo 
lliat  their  own  delivery  of  the  truth  to  the  children  of  the 
Church  was  but  as  the  flowing  forth  of  a  stream  from  him  as 
its  apostolic  source.  '  Thou  waet  constituted  the  interpreter 
of  the  voice  of  blessed  Peter  to  ns  all,  and  didst  bring  to  all 
the  blessing  of  his  faith.  H'hetu'g  we  olxo  show  the  inheri- 
tance of  truth  to  the  children  of  tlie  Church.' '  And  hence 
unity  of  teaching  is  secured  through  what  they  distinctly 
state  as  the  mediatorial  position  of  their  head. 

Of  Eutyches,  who,  be  it  remembered,  was  deposed  by  tJie 
Synod  of  Constantinople,  the  Acts  of  which  were  sent  to  Leo, 

'  ■  Ucde  et  Doa  .  .  .  eodesis)  &lit»  tiicrwlitatem  wrteuKiue  veriutU  oeUndE- 
tau'  (Leon.  Ep.  icvili.  0.  1). 
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these  bishops  say  that  '  his  dignity  was  taken  away  by  your 
Ilolintiss  ' — which  is  the  result  arrivt:d  at  above  from  a  con- 
sidoration  of  the  facta.     (Cap.  2.) 

And  of  DioscoruB  they  say  that  he  meditated  an  cxcom* 
muuicatiou  *  against  the«.  when  thou  wast  all  eager  to 
imite  the  Charch,*  and  *  he  repudiated  the  letter  of  yottr 
Holjnes'a.' 

They  apeak  also  of  being  eager  to  '  confirm  *  the  mercy  of 
the  Saviour  towards  him  (which  was  what  Leo  had  deaired 
them  to  do) — not  aB  if  'confirming'  nocessai-ily  implies  the 
action  of  a  superior  courts  but  in  obedience  to  their  Saviour's 
words.     (Cap.  8.) 

They  epeak  of  the  actual  help  derived  fn>m  St.  Euphemiaj 
— '  God  was  with  us  and  Euphemia  was  nith  as ' — on  wl 
altar  we  know  tboy  placed  their  definition. 

And  then  they  ask  tliat  Leo  will  'accept  and  confirm* 
their  canon. 

When  they  mention  the  legates'  opposition  to  their  canon, 
they  profess  to  ascribe  that  opposition  to  the  idea  in  the:j 
legates*  minds  that  everything  ought  to  originate  with 
Holiness,  '  so  that  even  as  the  right  settlement  of  the  faith  is 
Bel  down  to  your  account,  m  alao  should  that  of  guodj 
discipline.'  They  in  fact  acknowledge  that  the  matter 
faith  was  settled  by  Leo,  bat  they  thought  that  they  might 
initiate  a  matter  of  di^ipUne,  which  they  had  now  brought 
beforo  his  Ilolinoss  for  his  aeccpUuice  and  confirmation,! 
'  Tlierefore,  we  entreat  thee,  honour  the  decision  with  your 
favourable  judgment,  and  as  we  have  introduced  harmony 
with  the  head  in  the  things  that  are  oioellent,  so  the  head 
would  supply  to  the  children  that  which  is  becoming.' 

They  have   (they  say)    sent  the  Acts  to  Leo,  and   theyj 
expressly  state  that  '  the  force  of  all '  rests  with  his  coufirmt 
tion  and  ordering. 

Now  these  are,  many  of  them,  positive  stAtenunia  of 
doctrine.  Is  sentence  after  sentence  to  be  dismissed  as  more 
compliment?  Could  anything  but  tlie  exigencies  of  con- 
troversy have  led  Dr.  Bright  and  "Sir.  Gore  to  disregard  all 
these  definite  statements  on  the  pari  of  the  bishops  on  ths 
ground  that  they  were  mere  compliments? 
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If  tliey  were  '  complimentH,'  tliej  were  those  of  men  who 
found  tliemBelvcH  compelled  to  couch  their  complitnents  in 
terms  which,  if  they  wished  to  be  iiidepondout  of  Rome,  cut 
the  ground  from  under  their  feet,  Bcntonce  after  sentence. 
Thej  are  not  in  the  place  In  which  compliments  would  come, 
nor  are  they  of  tlie  nature  of  honorific  expletives.  They  form 
the  substance  of  the  letter. 

If  insincerely  UBod,  they  tedtify  to  the  necessity  under 
which  these  bishops  found  themselves,  of  crouching  at  the  feet 
of  a  master  in  order  to  gain  the  object  of  their  desires.  If 
used  in  eincerity,  they  are  tho  testimony  of  witnesses, 
naturally  the  moat  unwilling,  to  the  position  of  heiulship 
wliich  the  East  recoguised  in  the  occupant  of  the  See  of 
Peter.  Wc  camiot  claim  for  them  the  authority  of  the 
council,  for  these  men  were  not  tho  council ;  but  we  are 
compelled  to  see  in  these  terms  the  strongest  possible  evidence 
tliat  the  ideu  of  the  connection  between  Borne  and  St.  Felur, 
and  of  such  a  consequent  *  headship '  of  Rome  over  Constan- 
tinople that  the  latter  could  not  arrange  its  own  relations  with 
other  sees  in  the  East  without  the  acquiescence  of  Rome — we 
are  compelled.  I  say,  to  acknowledge  that  this  was  so  deeply 
rooted  in  the  mind  of  the  Eastern  Church  that  it  was  simply 
useless  to  ignore  it,  and  that  the  only  thing  to  be  done  waa 
to  admit  it  plainly  and  to  win  the  adhesion  of  Borne  to  their 
projected  canon. 

But  side  by  side  with  this  letter  of  the  bishops  is  another 
written  by  Anatolius  himself,  not  less  emphatic  in  its  wit- 
ness to  tlie  Couatantinopotitau  conviction  uk  to  the  Pope's 
supremacy.  Anatohus  epeak»  of  the  bibbops  at  Chalcedou 
having  confirmed  '  the  faith  of  the  blessed  and  venerable 
Fathers '  of  Micsa,  '  and  also  your  Holiness'  letter  agreeing 
with  them'— showmg  that  tho  attitude  of  the  eynod  towards 
the  Tome  was  the  same  as  towards  the  Kicene  faith,  and  that 
their  coniirmatiun  of  it  was  an  acceptance  of  au  authoritative 
statement.  He  then  says  that  Bishop  Luceutius  is  bringing 
the  Acts  of  the  synod,  since  '  it  was  a  matter  of  necessity  that 
all  things  should  be  brought  to  the  cognisance  of  your  Holi- 
ness.' '    But  beside  tliese  things,  since  some  matters  were  trans* 

'  n«i  inPTu  tnwpeaitit,     Levn.  Sf-  ei.  Olip.  1- 
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actwl  which  si-wcially concerned  thomsolvcs,'  and  these  vmnt  aUn 
ofn^Mgsity  be  browfhtto  tke  knovhd'je  of  his  Holiwst,  Anatolias 
says  that  he  Bcnt  these  letters  by  the  same  messengers,  to 
receive  an  answer  concerning  thoni.  He  then  mentioiis  the 
acta  in  order.  First  came  DioworuB*  excommunication,  which 
be  feelB  siire  will  obtain  his  Holiness'  assent.  Next  (Cap.  3)  he 
speaks  of  the  reception  of  the  Tome  in  exact  accordance  with 
what  we  have  seen  above,  He  says  that  it  was  netidfol  that 
*  the  understanding  of  all  should  tu^ce  with  the  meaning  of 
your  orthodox  faith,'  and  that  this  was  the  end  for  which  the 
emperor  convened  the  council — words  which  ore  completely 
corroborative  of  the  view  of  the  matter  taken  in  chapter  xr. 
Anatolius*  words  express  the  object  of  the  sesaion  held  after  j 
Dioscorus'  excommunication,  as  that  of  obtaining  an  intflUgmt 
adhenon  to  the  faith  as  propoonded  by  Loo — ut  in  reeta  V€»tra 
Jiiiei  Bfnmvt  rnnnium  conreniret  inteliigentia.  Consequently, 
Anatolius  says,  that  with  prayers  and  tears,  and  with  ihc 
help  of  Leo  himself,  assisting  in  spirit  and  co-operating  by 
means  of  the  well-brlovcd  men  whom  his  Holiness  sent  to  the 
council,  and  under  the  protection  of  St.  Enphemia,  he  and 
those  with  him  had  devoted  themselves  to  the  work — in 
allusion  to  the  '  instrnction  *  given  in  Anatolius'  boose  toj 
the  TUyrian  bishops.  And  when  the  time  had  come  for  «U^ 
to  issue  an  harmonioas  definition,  they  had  done  ao,  in 
fipito  of  some  contentions  opposition  from  the  first,  and  for 
the  confirmation  of  their  definition  '  in  accordance  with  that 
holy  epistle  of  yonrs,'  they  placed  it  on  the  holy  altar. 
This  latter  remark  explains  the  statement  of  the  hiKbops 
that  their  definition  was  offered  by  Eupfaemia  to  her  divine 
Spouse. 

So  that  Anatolius,  writing  thus  publicly  an  account  of  the 
synod,  emphasises  (1)  the  neeegtnty  of  agreement  with  the 
definition  of  faith  issned  by  Leo,  and  (2)  (he  necrsnty  of  re- 
porting to  the  Pontiff  whatever  was  dono  at  the  synod ;  and 
(3)  describes  the  confirmation  of  their  acts  by  Leo  as  at  onoe 
necessary  for  them  and  free  on  bis  part.' 

>  BU  ri  rSuiwt  1nu¥  wiwfmx><^  tiiv— cftll«4  •  oegotift  privkta '  la  PeUf^ro*  U.'« 
lrtt«r  to  tbe  Istriu)  biihopt. 

*  C(.  /.rivnu  Hj).  dL,  ed.  I^ftllcrini,  Dots. 
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Havicg  thaa  described  the  relation  of  a  council  to  the 
Pope,  in  exact  accordance  with  the  preBcnt  leaching  of 
Leo  XIII.,  Anatolins  procoeds  to  introduce  the  subject  of  the 
canon.  He  describes  it  as  havin^^  for  its  object  the  confirma- 
tion of  the  canon  of  the  150  Fathers,  who  decreed  that  the 
Bishop  of  Coiistantinoide  should  have  honour  aiid  precedence 
(not  irpmreia,  primacy)  next  after  the  most  holy  throne  of 
Borne,  by  reason  of  her  being  *  New  Home.'  And,  he  saj-s  it 
decided  {i.e.  the  canon  drawn  up  atChalcedon)  that  the  ordi- 
nation of  thu  metropolitans  of  the  diocose  of  Pontus,  of  Asia, 
and  of  Thrace,  should  rest  with  Constantinople;  but  that  the 
'  bishope  under  them  should  not  be  ordained,  as  had  been  the 

■  case  for  sixty  or  seventy  years,  by  the  latter,  but  by  their  own 
metropolitans. 

He  then  complains  of  the  legates'  opposition  to  all  this, 

■  and  Bpcaks  of  the  sanction  of  the  emperor.  He  says  that  thoy 
paid  all  possible  respect  to  the  legates,  but  that  they  have  now 
reported  their  deciaion  to  his  Holiness,  in  hope  of  gaining  his 
assent  and  contirmution,  which  they  entreat  him  to  give. 
'  For  the  throne  of  Constantinople  has  your  Apostolic  throne  as 
its  Father,  having  specially  attached  itself  to  you.'  And  so  he 
asks  for  the  ratification  of  the  canon.  Later  on,'  the  arch- 
bishop tells  the  Pope  that  '  all  the  force  and  confirmation  of 
what  wae  thus  dono  was  reserved  for  the  authority  of  your 
Blessedness.' 

Now  after  these  two  letters — the  one  from  the  enacting 
bishops  at  Cbalcedoii,  and  the  other  from  the  Archbishop  of 
Constantinople  himself,  it  is  idle  to  tulk  of  the  '  self-assertion  ' 
of  Borne  as  having  anything  to  do  with  the  twenty-eighth 
canon.  St.  Leo  doubtless  knew  how  to  magnify  his  office. 
But,  indeed,  there  was  no  need  to  do  that  here  ;  it  was 
already  done  for  him.  Ho  was  recognised  puhlicly  and  un- 
nistakably  by  these  bishops  of  the  Eastern  part  of  the 
Church  as  the  natural,  and,  indeed,  the  necessary  guardian  of 
the  canons  of  the  whole  Church,  and  this,  too,  in  virtue  of  his 
relationsliip,  through  his  see,  to  the  blessed  Apostle  Peter.  To 
attribute  all  this  plain  dogmatic  and  public  exposiUou  of  the 

'  Ep.  cxxxli.  0.  4 :  '  Cum  et  sic  geatonua  vw  omnii  •(  coofinnKlio  nuotori- 
tati  VMtne  beatitudiois  fuDiit  leservata.* 


458 


LEO  IlKJECTS  TUE  CANON. 


*.D.  400 


relationship  of  the  Holy  See  to  the  rest  of  the  Churcli  to  mere^ 
courtesy  call  only  bo  the-  shift  of  thosewho  find  themselves  driven 
hard  to  explain  untoward  {acts.  The  facts  are  that  the  bishopa 
who  drew  up  the  twenty- eighth  canon  did  avow  their  entire  de- 
pendence on  Rome  as  the  Bee  of  St.  Peter,  and  that  the  Arch- 
bishop of  Constantinople  himself  coantcd  the  proposal  canoni- 
callj  null  and  void  without  the  subsequent  contirmatiou  of  the 
Bishop  of  Kume.  The  explanation  proposed  and  adoj)ted  by 
those  writers  who  are  out  of  communion  with  Borne,  and  have 
drawn  up  canons  independently  of  her,  is  that  all  thii)  plain 
speech  was  mere  pretence.  But  tH)mcthing  more  than  a  mere 
conjecture  is  needed  to  set  aside  the  plain  facts  of  the  cast*. 

The  letters  of  St.  Leo  in  regard  to  all  this  are  full  of 
Christian  royalty.  Majestic,  uncompromising,  and  tcndeff 
they  would  by  themselves  be  sufficient  to  establish  his  claim 
to  the  title  which  Christendom  has  accorded  to  him — Leo  tbo 
Great. 

To  Anatolius  he  wrote,'  reminding  him  of  the  suspicion 
which  had  originally  attached  to  his  orthodoxy,  praiaing  tha 
faith  wliich  ho  now  oxliibited,  but  regretting  that  be  hudj 
allowed  himself  to  be  influenced  by  the  lust  of  honour  and{ 
power.     II(!   blames  him  for  endeavouring  to  use  a  oooncil,] 
Ojisemblud  for  the  matter  of  faith,  for  his  ambitious  project^ 
and  for  imagining  that  any  number  of  bishops  could  override 
the  Nicene  settlement  (cap.  2).     lie  considers  that  Anatoliiu* 
blame  of  the  I'apal  legates  is  their  commendation,  for  thej^ 
were  bound  to  oppose  any  infringement  of  the  Nicene  oanona] 
(cap.  3).    He  euyti  he  is  sure  that  Anatolius  will  plea-ne  the 
royalties  more  by  self-restraint  than  by  ambition.    The  deci- 
sion of  '  some  bishops/  sixty  years  ago,  '  never  transmitted  to 
the  Apo«tolic  See,'  is  no  support  whatever.     (In  other  words, 
the  third  canon  of  Constantinople  is  of  no  account.)     Alex- 
andria ought  not  to  suffer  because  of  Dioacoras,  nor  Antioch, 
where  Peter  first  preached,  be  degraded  (cap.  5).     The  Pontiff 
concludes  with  moNl  earnestly  and  lovingly  entreating  Anato- 
lius to  cultivate  humility  and  charity. 

Already '  Leo  bad  written  to  the  emperor,  severely  blam-, 
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mg  Anaiolius  for  not  being  content  with  being  bishop  of  the 
royal  city,  but  ainjing  at  the  rank  uf  an  tipusLulic  sue,  which 
CoasUntinople  can  never  become.  And  he  tellg  the  emperor 
that  the  Xicene  arrangement  cannot  thus  be  set  aside,  and 
that  iu  their  defence,  by  the  help  of  Christ,  it  is  necessary  for 
him  to  be  a  faithful  servant  unto  the  end,  '  since  a  dispensa- 
tion has  been  eutnisted  to  mo  '  ('  dispensatio  mihi  cretlita  est  *) , 
*  and  the  guilt  will  bu  tiiiue  if  the  rules  sanctioned  by  the 
Fathers  in  the  8ynod  of  Kicsa,  for  the  government  of  the 
whole  Church,  by  the  assistance  of  the  Spirit  of  God,  should 
be  violated  with  my  connivance,  which  God  forbid.' 

But  as  Leo'e  passing  over  the  ordination  of  Maximus  of 
Antioch  by  AnatoHus  might  seem  to  be  negligence,  be  adds 
that  he  has  not  rehandled  that,  out  of  love  for  the  tdcovery 
of  the  &ith  and  desire  for  peace. 

To  Pulcheria  he  writes  '  in  the  same  strain,  saying  that  he 
renderB  null  and  void  {'  in  irritum  mitlimus ')  wbat  the  bishops 
agreed  to  contrary  to  the  Nicene  reguLationa,  and  that  he 
does  so  by  the  authority  of  the  blessed  Apostle  Peter. 

In  the  following  yeiar  the  emperor  wrote  to  St.  Leo,  tell- 
ing him  that  he  was  unwilling  to  resort  to  extreme  measnres 
with  the  monks  in  Palestine  until  he  could  show  them  his 
(Leo's)  eunilrmatiou  of  the  Cbalcedouiau  defixiitiou.  Hu  saya 
thai  the  EutychiauiBerH  Iia«l  tlirown  doubts  on  that  coufirma' 
tion.*  The  emperor,  in  tliis  letter,  yields  the  point  of  the 
twenty-eighth  canuu,  and  expresses  his  warm  sympathy  with 
the  Pope  for  the  stand  he  had  made  on  behalf  of  hiatorical 
veracity  and  the  ancient  ways.  '  For  assuredly,'  wrote  hie 
I  Imperial  Majesty/  '  your  Holiness  did  excellently  well,  aa 
le  the  Bishop  of  the  ApostoUc  See,  in  so  guarding  the 
canons  of  tho  Church,  as  not  to  suffer  any  mnovation  on 
ancient  custom  or  the  order  settled  of  old,  and  inviolably 
observed  to  this  day.'  Considering  what  Leo  had  WTitten  to 
Ifaroian,  this  public  acknowledgment  of  the  position  of  the 
Apostolic  See  as  guardian  of  tho  canons,  from  an  Eastern 
emperor  who  had  his  desires  as  to  a  riao  in  dignity  for  his 

>   Xp.OT. 

*  *  Whelher  your  BleesednaM  hu  confirmed  the  things  decreed  [rvmtii^K)  in 
Uw  tynod,'  Le,  on  th«  matter  of  tiith  had  excommtmio&tion  of  Oioseomi. 
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imperial  city,  and  had  for  a  moment  \tcen  led  away  by  thej 
Bishop  of  Constantinople,  is  at  once  a  tribatc  to  his  real 
goodness  and  a  witness,  if  further  vitiiees  were  needed,  to 
the  ingruned  conviction  of  Christendom  that  the  Holy  Soaj 
had  a  special    dispensation   committed  to  it.  and  that  its-- 
charge  was  nothing  less  than  the  government  of  the  universal 
Church. 

St.  Leo  left  Julian,  Bishop  of  Cob,  as  his  l^ate  at  Con- 
fitantinoplc  ('vice  mea  functus'),  •  leat  either  the  Nestori&n  or 
the  Eutychian  heresy  should  revive,  since  there  is  not  the 
vigour  of  a  Catholic  In  the  Bishop  of  Constantinople.' '  And. 
he  wrote  to  the  bishops  who  had  been  at  Chalcedon  to 
that  they  could  have  had  no  doubt  alwnt  his  approval  of  what 
had  boon  done  at  Chalcedon  in  regard  to  the  faith,  had 
AnatoHus  only  shown  the  letter  he  had  received,  which  he 
had  kept  back  because  of  what  concerned  himself.  And  he 
Bays,  wherefore  '  if  anyone  shall  dare  to  hold  the  perlidy  of 
Neatorius  or  Eutyches  and  to  defend  the  impious  dogma  of 
Dioscorufl,  \o.t  him  be  out  off  from  the  communion  of 
Catholics.'  At  the  same  time  they  will  see  from  his  letters 
to  Anatolius  with  what  reverence  the  Apostolic  See  deals  with 
the  regulations  of  the  Niccne  Fathers,  and  that  he  (Leo)  is 
guardian  of  the  faith  of  our  fathers  and  the  canons  of  the 
Church." 

As  it  is  the  duty  of  a  king  to  guard  the  laws,  and 
to  set  an  example  of  their  obsen'ance,  so  Leo,  as  the  divinel] 
instituted  governor  of  the  Christian  Church,  whilst,  for  the 
sake  of  peace,  he  allowed  Ma.\imus,  though  otherwise 
canonicaUy  ordained,  to  remain  in  Ids  episcopate,  would  n< 
allow  the  ambition  of  a  prelate  in  the  imperial  city  to  oast 
Alexandria  and  Antioeh  from  the  position  assigned  to  them 
by  the  Niccne  Fathers,  on  a  principle  fatal  to  the  spiritoal 
character  of  the  Church,  viz.  that  civil  dignity  could  of  itacLt, 
apart  from  the  action  of  the  8ee  of  Peter»  raise  a  sea  to  tho 
rank  which  Alexandria  and  Antiocb  then  held. 


^.eslU. 
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The  verdict,  then,  of  history,  so  far  as  the  period  dealt 
mth  above  is  concerned,  is  this.  In  the  earliest  records  of 
tbe  Christian  Church  agrecmeut  with  Rome  in  matters  of 
faith  is  6eon  to  h&  a  principle,  clearly  announced  by  St. 
Irenfflus,  which  docs  not  grow  or  develop  as  a  substantial 
truth,  but  which  becomes  clearer  in  its  action,  and  more  and 
more  definitely  recognised,  ae  time  goes  on.  The  Church 
develops  as  a  whole,  and  this  principle  of  action  does  not 
remain  stagnant  without  a  proportionate  unfolding  of  ita 
powers.  It  bt'comes  clearer  as  tbe  ret^orda  grow  in  fulness; 
and  the  opponent  of  Papal  supremacy  is  compelled  to  take 
refuge  only  in  the  absence  of  record,  as  at  Nictea,  or  in  tho 
plea  that  occasional  reHintancc  to  particular  acts  of  authority 
are  equivalent  to  a  denial  of  the  authority  itself.  No  imperial 
enforcement  of  Church  laws  can  account  for  the  exieteuoe  and 
recognition  of  those  laws  as  belonging  to  the  Kingdom  of  God 
before  they  impressed  themselves  on  the  legislature  of  the 
day ;  the  Church  then  became  *  in '  the  world  in  a  new  sense, 
but  was  none  the  k'ss  not  'of  the  world.  The  guardianship 
of  the  faith  was  recognised  aa  belonging  pre-eminently  to  the 

■  Boc  of  Peter  ;  hers  was  a  leadership  so  pre-eminent,  with  the 
support  of  a  divinti  decree,  that  where,  as  St.  Gregory  saya, 
'  fault  is  to  be  found  iu  bishoi)S,'  her  leadership  is,  by  its 
very  nature  and  of  divine  appointment,  an  apx^,  a  rolo,  a 
BUpremaey. 

There  is  one  expression  used '  by  a  French  priest,  more 
often  quoted  by  a  certain  class  of  renpected  writers  than  those 

^ivho  are  not  familiar  with  AngHuan  writings  would  believe  to 
possible.     It  appears  in  the  last  work  of  a  justly  esteemed 

writer  in  the  AngUcan  communion,  whose  name  haa  been 

'  I^e.  *gMigninod  wiUi  tnnd,' 
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often  mentioned  in  these  pages.  But  he  spoalcs  of  this  French 
priest  (Pere  Gratry)  as  '  noble  and  truth-loving/ '  Now  thia 
*  noble  and  truth-loving'  priest  accepted  the  Vatican  decTce 
under  peculiar  circumBtanccB.  He  had  written  against  it  in 
unmeasured  terms,  which  be  lived  to  regrot.  In  the  full 
exercise  of  his  faculdcs,  with  the  cm-tainty  that  be  must 
shortly  stand  before  hia  Judge,  owing  to  the  rapid  inroads  of 
a  fatal  disease,  be  Heut  in  to  bis  archbishop  his  subioission  to 
that  decree.  He  also  wrote  the  following  words  to  a  friend : 
'  What  I  coml)ated  was  iniipircd  infallibility ;  the  decree  of  the 
Council  repudiates  inspired  infallibility-  T  combated  pertonal 
infallibility;  the  decree  lays  down  official  infallibiUty.  Writers 
of  the  school  which  I  thought  excessive  would  have  no  more 
infallibility  ex  calhedrd,  as  being  too  narrow  a  limit;  the 
decree  lays  down  ex  cathedra  infallibility.  I  feared  almost 
nrientific  infallibility,  political  and  governmental  infallibility, 
and  the  decree  lays  down  only  doctrinal  infaJUbility  in  the 
matter  of  faith  and  morals.  This  docs  not  mean  that  I  have 
not  committed  error  in  my  polemics.  I  have  without  doubt 
committed  some  on  this  and  other  subjects ;  but  ho  soon  aa  I 
percei\'e  an  error  I  effiue  it,  and  do  not  feel  myself  ther^y 
humiliated.* ' 

It  is  with  the  prayer  that  some  may  perceive  the  error 
of  opposing  the  dogma  of  Papal  Snpremacy  and  follow  the 
example  of  this  *  noble  and  truth-loving '  jmest.  as  Canon 
Bright  calls  him,  that  this  work  has  l>een  written.  Dominua 
illuminatio  m«a. 


•  Waifmartc$  in  Chunk  Bittory,  I7  W.  Bright,  D.D.,  BagiuB  fnlimari 
EoelftsiasticAl  Hiatot?,  p.  2\\, 
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APPENBIX  I. 

Beo.  F.  W.  Pull^'s  Interpretation  of  St.  Cyprian. 

X£b.  Puller  saya,  in  reference  to  Bt.  Cyprinu's  treatifw  on  Unity, 
nnil  especially  the  opening  passage,  '  Now.  I  put  it  to  any  candiil 
Roman  Catholio,  Is  this  tiia  way  that  he  vould  write  on  the  great 
subject  of  the  Church's  tmity?'  And  again,  'You  may  read  the 
whole  treatise  on  Unity  from  beginning  to  end,  and  you  will  not  find 
one  single  word  ahoiit  Rome,  or  alwiit  the  Pope,  or  ahont  any 
Papal  juritHliction  derived  from  St.  Peter.''  The  argument  from 
ailence  is  very  freely  nsed  by  Mr.  Puller  throughout  hia  book  ;  but 
it  requires  an  accurate  knowledge  of  the  circnmstanoes  under 
which  a  treiiti.se  ia  written  to  use  such  an  argument  with  justice. 
The  hooli  of  Esther  does  not  oontain  the  name  of  God  ;  but  it  does 
not  follow  that  the  writer  did  not  believe  In  Ood.  St.  John  in 
his  first  opistic  says  nothing  about  the  Church,  bnt  it  does  not 
follow  that  he  did  not  beheve  in  the  Church.  The  question  is, 
would  it  have  been  ad  rem  to  write  aliout  the  Papacy  in  St. 
Cyprian's  case  ?  The  answer  must  be.  ihat  it  would  have  been 
distinctly  beside  the  purpose  of  his  treatise,  if  the  above  estimate 
of  that  purpose  is  correct.  It  would  have  been  nothing  less 
than  absurd  to  prcaa  the  Papal  jurisdiction  on  tho  Novataiuiiiits, 
with  whom  the  question  was,  not  as  to  the  powers  of  the  Papacy, 
bai  the  legitimate  occupant  of  the  Boc  of  Bomo.  It  would  have 
been  be.?ide  the  purpose  in  tho  case  of  the  lapsed,  when  the  great 
point  was  to  induce  them  to  repair  to  their  several  diocesans  for 
the  requisite  certiiieates.  When  Mr.  Puller  says  ftirther  on,'  '  The 
Biibjeot  of  tho  Cliurch's  unity  required  some  treatment  of  the 
central  jurisdiction.    So  St.  Cyiman  felt ' — ho  is  simply  romancing. 


■  Primitive  Sainli.  ifc.  p.  351. 
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"Whero  is  tbcro  any  oTidenoe  that  St.  Crpn^i  fdit  anything  of  th« 
kinil  at  the  tir/ie  when  be  wrote  that  short  treatise  ? 

Just  bcforo  Mr.  Fuller  saye,  '  Notice  how  twice  over  in  this 
short  pasHuge  St.  Cyprian  insists  that  St.  Potor  received  uo  peculiar 
power/  that '  the  oth^r  Apostles  woro  what  Peter  was.  endaiid  with 
UD  ei^nal  fello^Mthip  loth  of  honour  and  power.  Can  anything  be 
more  frigid  and  senseless  than  the  Ultramontane  reply  that  5l 
Oyprian  is  speaking  of  the  power  of  order  and  not  of  the  power  of 
jnriediction?'  (p.  852). 

Mr.  Puller  ought  to  have  remembored  that  amongst  these  bigid 
and  Heusaless  Ul tramontanes  Bossuet  himself  mast  be  oamberiBd, 
to  say  nothing  of  his  own  luaater,  Tillemont.  Bat  be  ought,  more- 
over, not  to  have  forgotten  that  St.  Cyprian  qualifies  the  abova 
statement  when  he  says,  in  one  of  the  passages  to  which  Mr. 
PuUor  refers,  that '  alOtou^h  be  gave  the  rest  equal  power,  iwtw* 
tMess,  in  order  to  manifest  unity,  he  by  his  own  auihortty  in- 
stituted the  origin  of  the  same  unity.*  lie  is  speaking,  of  oonrse, 
of  Peter.  Why  is  it  frigid  and  senseless  to  suppose  that,  siooe  St, 
Cyprian  plainly  attributes  a  primacy  of  some  kind  to  Peter  (and 
Mr.  Poller  admits  thus  much),  the  equahty  is  that  of  BBCerdotal! 
power  and  the  difference  that  of  supreme  and  suliordinate  juris- 
diction ? '  Such  an  obvious  explanation  may  seem  '  frigid '  to 
Blr.  Puller,  hut  to  those  who  make  it,  it  is  full  of  inspiring  teach- 
ing, since  it  shows  that  oar  Lord  provided  for  the  guardianabip 
unity  by  an  institution  whose  history  is  the  very  hietory  of 
Church  herself.  On  the  other  hand,  what  shall  we  Eiuy  of 
Bnpiwsitian  that  St.  Cypnan  knew  so  little  of  Holy  Scripture  ■ 
imagine  that  onr  Lord  consecrated  St.  Peter  to  the  Apo«tledu| 
first,  apart  from  the  others  (which  is  Mr.  Puller's  curions  int 
tation  of  the  Cyprianic  teachuig'),  merely  that  the  Apostles 

*  I^.  wbU«t  ihey  all  bod  jnriBdioUoo,  it  was  to  be  esereEsed  In  •abordiiuttioo 
to  St.  Peter. 

*  ■  Soma  little  time  before  tbe  others  '  (p.  858).     '  Aa  we  h*v«  fttnwly  Mwt, 
8t.  Cfpriaa  held  ihbt  Bt.  Peter  was  not  only  cnUod  fint,  bat  thit  he  «m«  *1m 
eonioorated  linrt.    Tliia  notion  is  doubtlese  baaei  on  a  mistake,  but  it  aofbl  14 
be  kept  in  mind  if  we  woold  understand  9t.  CJjpriRn  aright '  (p.  SM).    UiU 
Puller  not  merely  oorrcota  tlie  frigid  and  scrmIoi*  int«niret«tioni  of  I'ltmncNl'' 
lanes,  bat  oonncts  Bt.  Cyprian  of  a  blander  of  th«  6nl  masoituda.    If  St. 
Cyprian  blaadered  to  aooh  a  vital  mMtoer  tt»  Ihis  eanoBminH  St.  I'trter,  wlul  b 
his  witnoBa  worth  ?     The  fact  is  that  tbe  nuetake  it  Ur.  Psllar'a :  but  il  wm 
neeeaaary  that  th«  mistake  should  bare  be«n  Cypriui's,  •!•«  hia  wituca*  naai, 
ba  placed  on  the  Papal  aide.     What  St.  Cypnan  held  is  what  boMiwt  «i| 
with  hit  usnal  felicity  when  he  said,  in  hia  B«tnion  on  tho  Unity  of  tbe  Clinrali.1 
that  our  Lord  firat  |iUiees  all  (Apostlce  inoludod)  under  Peter  bj  pramUintt  bin  I 
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others  might  have  an  object  lesson  about  unity  ?  What  shall  we 
saj'  of  ths  theory  that  the  place  of  honour  assigned  to  Peter 
(and  Mr.  Puller  »ay8  that  the  '  stream  of  AngHcan  Dlvitiea  '  assign 
the  pre-eminence  of  leadership  to  Peter)  did  not  even  include  pre- 
udency  at  a  eounoil  ?  that  his  relationship  to  the  other  A[>ostles 
was  only  that  of  tlia  Duke  of  Norfolk  to  the  other  peers  of  the 
realm?'  I  will  not  coU  saoh  an  cxplauation  'firigid'  or  'sense- 
Ibbs/  for  that  would  nr}t  advance  my  argument,  but  1  am  bound  lo 
say  it  has  no  warraDl  in  tit.  Cyprian's  actual  word^i. 

Another  of  Mr.  Pullet:'fl  misinterpretationfl  concerns  the  crucial 
expression  which,  as  we  shall  eee,  Rt.  Cyprian  uses  of  the  See  of 
Peter,  vix.  '  the  root '  of  the  Church,  hut  which  Mr.  Puller  interprets 
of  the  Church  herself.  He  rightly  feels  the  importance  of  the 
expression,  and  informs  us  that  if  it  could  be  '  Golidly  proved  '  that 
the  Church  of  Kome  in  'the  centre  and  the  rout,  the  source  and 
tha  matrix  of  Catliolic  unity'  (as  Father  Bottalla  correctly  says 
U  IS,  acconling  to  St.  Cyprian),  'for  the  first  time  in  my  life  I 
should  begin  to  fear  that  the  faith  which  God  in  His  great  mercy 
has  ever  given  me  in  the  Catholicity  of  my  mother  the  Church  of 
England  has  been  the  result  of  some  illusion.'  It  is  to  be  hoped 
that  Mr.  Puller  may  yet  come  to  see  that,  so  far  as  the  Cyprianic 
literature  is  taken  for  evidence  of  the  Church's  teaching,  it  is  cer- 
tainly true  that  the  Church  of  Rome  is  the  '  root  of  Catholic  unity.' 

The  word  '  root '  is  conneeted  liy  St.  Cyprian  with  three  other 
words.  Speaking  of  t)ie  Church  of  Rome,  ho  calls  her  '  the  bead 
and  root  of  the  Cnthohe  Church,'  'the  root  and  womb  of  the 
Catholic  Church,'  and  '  the  root  and  mother '  of  Catholic  unity. 

In  uHing  the  first  of  these  expressions,  he  is  speaktsg  of  Pope 
St.  Stephen.  '  We,  who  hold  the  head  and  root  of  the  one  Church, 
know  assuredly  and  are  confident  that  to  him '  ((.('.  Xovntian,  tlie 
anti-Popo  at  Uome).  '  being  outside  the  Church,  nothing  is  lawful ; 
and  that  baptism,  which  ia  one,  is  with  us,  where  he  also  himself 
twas  formerly  baptiBed.' '  St.  Cyprian's  argument  is  thai  there  is 
but  one  Church,  and  therefore  but  one  baptism.    He  was  mistaken 

Ihe  keys  first  and  alone,  and  thitn  he  so-jb  '  th«  sequel  ilof-s  not  r«v«rs«  tho 
h#(pnnliJK.'  Ooldsn  words,  which  are  ibe  *qniiraUnt  of  St  Cypriim'K  leaching 
that  our  Tjord  '  provided  (dupomit)  "by  Hit  own  authorily  Uie  origin  of  the 
■aaie  ooit;,  b«giauiii|j  (rom  one.'  TbcM  wordit  an>  sbcolntd;  subwrsive  of 
Mr.  Pu1U'-r*K  fiindaiiipntftl  oontcntiun  that  onr  Lord  m&de  Peter  on  objcct'l«»non 
of  nnit;  '  as  being  tho  first-designated  Apoiitle,'  and  no  '  llie  a^iuhol  ol  unit;  ' 
(p.  861).  This  would  not  be  kn  «ietcia«  of  '  authoritj,'  oot  the  ongiuation  ><r 
tinity,  nor  the  beginaing  of  a  Btreatn,  suoh  aa  St.  Cjrpriao  tdaewfaore  deMnbL« 
tfa«  unity  which  tinrUtd  with  Ptt«r. 

■  P.  320,  note  3.  *  Bp.  Ixxiii.  1 
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in  his  applicalion  of  this  trutb^  bat  that  docs  not  affect  Che  qnestion 
as  to  thu  mtaiiing  of  the  expresition  '  head  and  root.'  There  were 
then  at  Rome  two  opposed  heads.  The  Novatianists,  he  had  already 
said,  had  set  up  an  *  adulterous  and  opposed  head  wiUioat  the 
Church.'  St.  Cyprian  repudiated  this  'aduIteroDS  and  oppoaed 
head,^  and  says  that  he,  together  with  Jubaianus,  held  to  'the  head 
aiid  root  of  the  one  Cliurch,'  i.e.  Rl.  Stephen,  the  legitimate  Pope. 
Consequently  (he  argues)  the  Iraptism  of  Novatian  is  invalid.  Mr. 
Puller  appt^ars  to  have  missed  the  meaning  of  these  words,  from 
imagining  that  St.  Cyprian  is  arguing  with  the  Novatians. 
He  thinks  St.  Cyprian  is  contrasting  '  himiielf  with  Novabui  * 
(p.  845,  line  18);  and  he  snppo»es  that  Kovatian  might  answer, 
*  I  am  the  Pope ;  I  am  the  head  and  the  root  of  the  one  Chunh.' 
But  St.  Cyprian  in  not  arguing  this  question  at  all ;  he  is  eDgagsd 
with  a  wholly  difTerent  topic,  viz.  whether  those  whom  he  himsdf 
and  Jubaianus  boUi  agreed  were  outt^ide  the  Church,  coitUl  validly 
baptise.  It  was  not  a  '  oontroversy  with  Novatian''  in  which  he 
was  engaged,  but  a  controversy  with  certain  bishops  in  ACrica. 
destined  ttoon,  alas  I  to  become  a  controversy  with  St.  Stephen  him- 
self. Soon — but  it  had  not  as  yet  reached  that  stage.  And  con- 
seqaently,  Mr.  Puller's  argument'  that  *  it  would  have  been  absurd 
to  base  bis  argument  in  favour  of  baptising  Novatlana  on  his 
fellowship  with  Stephen,  who  uym  treating  him'  (the  italics  are 
mine)  'as  a  heretic  because  he  baptised  Novatians/  falls  to  the 
ground.     He  was  doing  no  such  thing. 

Pre\'iou3]y  to  thiit,  8(.  Cyprian,  writing  to  Cornelius,  the  Pope, 
speaks  of  the  No^ntians  as  ha\'ing  *  refused  the  bosom  and  embrace 
of  the  root  and  mother ' ' — not,  as  Mr.  Puller  translates  it, '  of  her 
who  is  their  root  and  mother,'  but  simply  '  the  root  and  mother,' 
which  is  the  samo  ns  thu  true  '  head,'  as  ho  goes  on  to  explain. 
Here  we  have  the  head,  and  root,  and  mother  all  in  one,  as  in 
the  treatise  on  the  unity  of  the  Church,  bo  says  *  there  is  one  betd, 
one  origin,  and  one  mother,'  meaning  the  Church  and  Peter,  whom 
Christ  instituted  as  '  the  origin  of  unity  ; '  and  as  there  be  aom  ta 
the  legitimate  bishop  the  Peter  for  the  time  being,  so  her*,  in 
leaving  Cornelius,  they  had  left  the  true  head  and  taken  np  {he 
Bays)  with  '  an  adulterous  and  opposed  head,'  and  so  had  '  refused 
the  bosom  and  embrace  of  the  root  and  mother,'  the  legitiimte 
bishop.  For  the  lefftimate  bishop  is  the  root  of  the  Church  in 
each  region,  being  himwlf  rooted  in  that  past  which  goes  np  to 
Peter  and  to  hia  institution  as  the  rock  and  key-beu«r  by  Qim 

^  LocciU  *  P.  346. 

'  *  RatUdx  et  mfttria  siniiui  atqiiu  eomplunm '  {S^  iIt.  IJ. 
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Who  is  tho  Root  ot  David,  as  He  is  the  Bock,  and  the  Father  of  tho 
world  to  comv,  His  own  iDBtitution  being  the  mother  of  us  all. 

But  OD  another  occasion  St.  Cyprian  aupplios  on  expression 
which  iH  (InubtleHEi  meant  to  bo  understood  in  the  above  passage. 
He  calls  the  Church  of  Home  '  the  root  and  woiab  of  the  Catholic 
Church.' '  lie  is  explaining  to  Cornelius  that  although  he  had  not 
given  those  who  sailed  from  Africa  to  Rome  letters  to  himself, 
whilst  there  was  a  doubt,  or  strife,  as  to  the  validity  of  his  election 
the  Ree  of  Rome,  he  had  y^t  in  no  way  nppo^ied  him.  Ho  had 
aid  them  to  '  rooogniae  and  hold  to  the  root  and  womb  of  the 
Catholio  Church,'  whichever  that  might  seem  to  be  on  proper 
inquiry. 

Mr.  Puller  thinks  that  St.  Cypmn  meant  simply  by  the  above 
exprpfwion  that  the  Catholio  Church  is  'the  root  and  womb  '  to  her 
children.  And  ho  thinks  that  '  St.  Cyprioii's  advice  wits  evidently 
meant  to  help  them  to  dinmrniiiate.'  *  Riit  this  could  hardly  be 
the  case  if  he  merely  told  them  to  hold  to  tho  Catholio  Church. 
How  would  that  help  them  ? 

The  fiict  is  that  Mr.  Puller  has  misinterpreted  the  passage 
through  omitting  to  notice  (i.)  one  important  word  wliich  he  has 
omitted  in  his  translation,^  and  (ii.)  from  stopping  short  when  he 
ought  to  have  gone  to  the  end  of  tho  paragraph. 

8t.  Cyprian  told  bis  people  during  this  period  of  difliculty  (for 

it  is  obvious  that  he  refers  to  that  alone)  that   they  were  to  be 

direful  to  'acknowledge  aiid  hold  tu  the  root  and  womb  of  the 

I'Catholio    Church.'      No   one  would    talk  of  acknotvleihjin^j    the 

FCatholic  Church  ;  but  it  is  the  natural  word  to  use  of  tho  bishop, 

rho  is  the  root  and  womb  of  the  Church.*    It  is  true  that  this 

would  not  help  them  to  know  which  was  the  root  and  womb  of  the 

Catholic  Church  ;  hut  neither  would  his  advice  as  interpreted  by 

Mr.  Puller.     It  waK  general  advioe.     But  St.  Cyprian  goes  on  to 

say   that   no   sooner   had  he  gauiod    reJiable   information   as  to 

Cornelius'  ordination  than  he  bad  sent  letters  from  ail,  everywhere 

throughout  the  province,  so  that  '  all  our  colleagues  might  approve 

ami  hoUl  to'  (compare  * acknoiolf/lge   and   hold   to  the  root  and 

womb  ')  *  thee  and  thy  communion,  that  is  as  well  the  unity  as  the 

larity  of  the  Catholic  Chui-ch.'     I  do  not  know  why  Mr.  Puller 

separated  the  two  limbs  of  this  paragraph  and  dealt  with  them, 

Xp.  dviu.  3.  »  P.  S«.  '  P.  S43.  line  S. 

tit.  Piician— whoM  irorkfi  Dr.  Pu^ej  ealU  'fortfaer  brails  of  th«  mini  ot  SL 
OTpriui,  whose  wn(iag§  Kl.  I'ocian  (lootes  with  nvnniuoo  *  (Prol.  p.  xxiif,  which 
he  therefore  hoaaA  up  willi  fit.  CypriAn'fl  Kpiallea  in  the  Lib.  of  tin  Fathen — 
cftlU  Cyi'-riao  Uiu  *  root '  of  his  Hock  (£>>.  ii.  a). 
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one  on  p.  344  and  the  otber  on  p.  917  ;  but  it  seems  to  me  tliat' 
Uiruii^h  omitting  to  place  tliem  together  rightly,  he  hfts  himself  to 
aocaae  of  '  forgetfulneBs.'  and  not  Father  Bottalla  (p.  347,  note  8). 
For  had  he  talicn  tho  sentence  as  it  stands  in  St.  Cyprian  he  must, 
one  would  think,  have  seen  that '  the  root  and  womb  of  the  Catholic 
Church,'  which  he  (the  Bishop  of  Carthage)  told  his  subjects  to 
ackncwtedge  and  hold  to  when  at  Home,  was,  in  that  biahop'i 
jadgment,  after  all,  Cornelius  and  his  conuuonton,  which,  on  (all 
examination,  he  bade  all  his  collciagnes  'approve  and  hold  to,* 
being  'as  well  the  unit;  as  thu  charity  of  the  Catholic  Church.' 

Thus  the  Church  is  our  mother,  but  the  Church  as  represenUsd 
and  aetualised  bt/  tiie  See  of  Peter,  which  is  the  root,  and  head, 
and  origin  of  Catholic  unity,  on  the  principles  wliich  Bt.  Cyprian'^ 
longaoge,  occasionally  obscure  and  rhetoricAli  yet  unmistakably 
enunciates. 

Once  more.  Mr.  PuUer  quotes  Bossuet  as  on  his  aide  tn  this 
matter:  'He  [BossuetJ  uudorstamls  the  ro^/u:  ct  tttatrLc^tka  Ida, 
of  the  Church's  unity  : — "  Cette  tige,  cette  racine  de  Vanity  t  "  '  But 
Bossuet  makes  tlie  'root'  something  in  the  Church,  not  the  Church 
herself — or,  to  speak  mom  corn-ctiy,  it  is  the  Church  pultiiifj  lit>r 
self  forth  in  a  long  chain  of  teachers  within  the  unity  of  tlie  chair 
of  Peter.  '  There  is  in  the  CathoUc  Church  a  stem,  a  root,  m  force 
to  reproduce  ceaselessly  new  pastors  to  fill  the  same  chairs  with 
one  and  the  same  doctrine.' '  And  then  he  procoeds  to  explain 
this  root  of  unity  more  folly.  '  There  is  ueei  of  only  a  little  good 
seiiee  and  good  faith  for  one  to  acknowledge  that  the  Chrifttuui 
Church  has  hod  Croiu  its  origin  for  a  mark  of  its  unity  its  comuui- 
nion  with  the  chair  of  St.  Peter,'  in  which  all  the  otber  "  sees  hav* 
preserved  unity  "("  in  qiiii  sola  unitasabonmilrasservaretur" — Opt 
*  c-  Parmen.'  lib.  11 ),  a»  tlie  holy  Fathers  say ;  so  that  by  remaining 
therein  as  uie  *  do,  without  anything  being  capable  of  wilhdrawiog 
us  from  it,  we  are  the  body  which  has  seen  oU  those  who  separate 
themselves  Tall  on  the  right  and  on  the  left.  .  .  .  When  Be  four 
Lord]  said  to  His  Apostles  "1  am  with  you,"  St.  Peter  wa&  th«i« 
i^itb  the  rest,  bat  he  was  there  with  his  prerogative  as  the  fint  ut 
the  stewards,  pn'muj  Petrus  (Matt,  x.  2>— he  was  there  with  the 
mysterioas  name  of  Peter,  which  Jesus  Christ  had  given  to  him 
(Mark  iii.  17)  to  mark  tho  sohthty  and  force  of  his  ministry ;  he 
was  there,  in  fine,  as  be  who  was  to  bo  the  first  to  annonnee  Hit 
faiih  in  the  name  of  his  brethren,  the  ApostlM,  to  conBnn  them  in, 

'  mm.  SS,  p.  343.  ante  1. 

*  He  u  coRinuliBg  the  CaUioUo  (Roman)  Cfaureh  with  Mhltmafiea, 
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fU,  Mid  thereby  to  become  the  rock  on  which  nn  "  immortal  efiifice  " 

rahould  be  built.     Jeeus  Christ  spoke  to  his  successors  as  Ho  spoke 

to   tho  BiicccBSors    of    the    other    Apoatlett,    anrl    the    ministry    of 

Peter  became  onlinary,  principal,  anrl  fuEdamentnl  in  the  whole 

Church.* ' 

This  is  the  way  in  wliich  Bossiiot  explains  the  root  of  unity. 
And  in  this  last  passage  he  gives  the  tnith  which  corrects  Sir. 
Puller's  misunderstanding  of  St.  Cyprian  and  of  the  general  teach- 
,uig  of  the  Church.  Peter  w&s  fcn  have  his  successor,  as  the  other 
[Apostlos  had  theirs  ;  and  if  Peter  wore  oven  merely  a  symbol  and 
object  lesson  of  unity,  we  should  exp4>ct  tbnt  there  would  still  bo  a 
BurasosBor  of  Peter  distinct  from  the  rest  of  tho  Episcopate,  were  it 
only  to  keep  before  our  eyes  the  symbol  of  unity.  As  a  matter  of 
;feK>t,  our  Lord  made  him  the  origin,  not  merely  the  symbol,  of 
lity,  and  according  to  St.  Cyprian,  he  was  such,  au  having  a  chair, 
H,  succession—'  the  chair  of  Peter,  whence  episcopai  unity  took  its 
rise.' 

Mr.  Puller's  interpretation  of  St.  Cyprian's  doctrine  comes  to 
this  : — Oar  Lord,  acconling  to  that  Raint,  ordained  Peter  first,  and 
'eaid,  as  it  were,  to  His  Apostles  and  others:  'Keep  before  your 
mind  llie  nnity  of  Peter,  and  bow  I  ordained  him  by  himself,  that 
he  might  be  a  symbol  of  unity.  He  is  one  man.  ordained  by  him- 
self, and  this  will  teach  you  unity.  It  is  a  picture  for  you  to  think 
about,  and  so  keep  together.  It  will  always  remind  you  that  tho 
Church  ought  to  be  one.' 


APPENDIX  n. 
Are  the  Sardican  Canons  Nicenef 

St.  Juuuh,  standing  in  the  midst  of  Eastern  bishops,  who  had 
been  driven  out  by  the  Eusebiaos  and  hiul  taken  shelter  in  Romot 
•  gave  back,'  says  Sozomen,  *  to  each  of  thorn  his  own  Church,  in- 
ftsmnch  as  the  care  of  all  belonged  to  him  by  njason  of  the  dignity 
'  of  his  see,'  or  throne."  lie  also  wrote  the  letter  quoted  above 
(p.  177),  blaming  the  Eusebians  for  maintaining  in  the  Council  of 
Antioch  that  the  Council  of  Tyre,  which  condemned  Athanasius, 

'  Instruclion  PastoraUi  ntr  Irt  PromMUS  de  I'E^lue  ('EuTre-B,  dd.  1»10,  xiii. 
,  pp.  4S8,  434}. 

rk"  tUtf  'iMiKnirlai'  iieiimit*  (Sot.  iii.  8). 
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was  subject  to  no  revision  on  his  (Julius')  part.    St.  At 
was  Biehop  of  Alexandria,  and  as  such  hia  cose  cauo  O' 
under  tbu  cognisancta  of  Koine. 

In  support  of  tMs  assoiiion,  St.  Julius  appealed  to '  Ibcdiroctioiu 
of  tbo  Fathers,'  which  'prescribed'  the  oontrar;  course  to  thai 
adopted  b;  tbo  Eusebiiuia.  He  appealed  to  Bomcthing  '  written  * 
bj  tbo  Nicoiie  Futh(>rs— in  otbor  wards, to  a  Nicene  canon.'  Wb«i», 
then,  is  this  cajQon  containing  '  the  directions  of  the  Fathers  '  to  be 
found  ? 

St.  Atbanosius,  wbo  produced  this  letter  of  Julius  in  his  own 
bahalf,  must  have  known  of  it.  St.  Julius  knows  of  no  question  as 
to  its  existence  and  genuineness.  The  exact  contents  as  described 
by  St.  Julius  are  comprised  in  the  *  Commonitoriam  '  of  Si-  Zosim 
sent  to  the  African  bishops  when  he  commissioned  bis  I 
Fauatinus  to  settle  the  a£fair  of  Apiarios  in  Africa.  St.  Zosimus 
called  the  canons,  which  embodied  the  principle  for  which  Bt. 
Julius  wa^  contending,  Nicene. 

These  canons  have,  since  the  serenth  centory,  been  mHad 
Sardican,  and  the  question  is,  On  what  ground  ? 

There  are  many  reasons  for  believing  that  no  canons  were 
drawn  up  at  Sardica.  St.  Athanasius,  who  was  proaeat  at  Uh 
Council  of  Sardica,  and  who  prafusses  to  give  an  account  of  tmrj- 
thing  thai  happened  there,  says  not  a  word  about  any  canons,  and 
luH  lu-coimt  leaves  no  room  for  any.  ^'either  Socrates  nor  Sozomen, 
altbougb  professing  to  enumerate  the  acts  of  the  eoimeil,  malte 
meutiun  of  any  canons.  No  Pontiff,  no  one  of  the  FatherB,  of  that 
century  or  the  next,  mentions  any  canons  of  Bardies :  whilst  St. 
Ambrose,'  dealing  with  exactly  the  point  settled  in  the  so-called 
Sardican  canons,  appeals  to  the  regulations  of  Niosa,  bat  not  to 
Sardica. 

But  tbo  most  startling  evidence  against  any  canons  hariog  been 
drawn  op  at  Sardica  occurs  in  a  letter  of  St.  Innocent  to  the  (dargy 
of  Constantinople.'  The  situation  was  exactly  (bat  which  is  oontem- 
^ated  in  the  so-called  seventh  (at.  fifth)  Saitlican  canm.  St  Cfaiy- 
Boslom  had  been  deposed,  and  had  appealed.  On  his  return  from 
exile,  he  had  induced  the  emperor  to  summon  a  syuod  to  put 
things  right.  Theophilus  of  Alexandria,  who  had  done  the  mi*> 
chief,  and  been  told  by  the  Pope  to  return  to  Constantinople  tad 
hold  anotbej-  synod  in  accordance  with  Kicene  lor  so-callod  Sar- 
dican) rcgnlationa.*  had  »ent  to  CouHtautiuuple  a  copy  of  the  vwrj 


■  AthMi.  Apot.  e.  Arianot,  a.  9A. 


*  Ep.  hi.  *  ftd  Tlieophihim.* 

*  JCp,  T.  ■  sd  Tboophilom.' 
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oanon  which  the  Ensebians  liad  originallj  passed  at  Antioob.  to 
prevent  St.  Athanasiua  bom  miiusteniig  itgaic,  becaiitie  of  lili^  con- 
demnation by  tho  Council  of  Tyre.  Thoroupon,'  St.  Innocent 
joinad  issue  on  the  subject  of  thin  Koid  canon,  and  said  tlml  no 
oanons  but  the  Nicerui  woro  received  by  the  Church,  luid  these 
countenanced  another  Hynod  being  held.  In  the  anm»  paragraph 
be  mentioned  the  Council  of  Sardioa  as  having  taken  Clie  same  Une, 
but  not  as  having  drawn  up  any  canon.  His  laugiiagc  exclude»  tho 
idea  of  there  being  any  canona  of  Sardica.  Tho  evidence  of  this 
letter,  if  it  stood  alone,  seems  to  me  suJfici&nt  to  warrant  us  in  con- 
rfllading  against  there  having  boon  any  actnally  tiardican  canona. 
.  Bat  it  does  not,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  stand  alone 

Further,  Bt.  Augustine  and  the  African  bishops  bad  never  heard 
of  Sardioan  canons,  though  this  may  be  otherwise  E^xiiUined. 

St.  Leo  sketche!)  the  so-called  banlican  cancinB,  but  calls  tfaam 
'  decrees  of  the   canons  drawn  up  at  KicKa,'  when  there  was  no 
reason  for  quoting  them  as  Nicene,  if  tbey  were  Sanlican,  since  as 
Sardican  tbey  would  ha%'e  been  a  sufficient  authority  for  his  pur- 
pose.'   l*he   same  is  true  of  St.  Zosiniud,  St.  Bonifaco,  and  St. 
I  Celestine,  all  of  whom  call  these  Sardican  canons  Nioone.    Tbey 
^must  have  fallen  back  on  the  authority  of  Sardica,  in  meeting  the 
rdiiUculty  of  the  ALican  bishops,  bad  any  Sardican  canons  existed, 
[for  tho  Council  of  Sardica  was  only  not  numbered  amongst  the 
[fBcumenical  councils  because  it  did  not  deal  with  any  new  matter 
'  of  faith  but  merely  confirmed  the  Is^icene. 

Again,  the  formula  used  in  theso  so-called  Sardican  canons  is 
unique,  except   in   Africa.     They  are  introduced  thus  :    '  Hosius 
isaid,'  or  '  Gratos  said." 

And  the  introduction  of  the  name  of  the  reigning  Pope  in  the 
third  canon  (viz.  Julius,  in  some  copies  Sylvester)  is  altogether 
without  pfGcodeut. 

On  these  and  other  grounds  it  seems  reasonable  to  conclude 
that  these  canons  are  possibly  not  Sardican. 

And  yet,  whatever  they  were,  they  have  be«n  universally 
received  in  the  Churcb,  having  been  acted  upon  in  the  East,  as 
well  as  in  the  West,  and  having  been  e%-entually  iuoorporated  even 
into  the  African  code  of  canons,  though  for  a  while  doubted  there. 
John  of  Antioch  incorporated  them  uito  the  code  of  his  Church  in 
tho  reign  of  JuNtiuiau  ;  and  the  Coust&nlinopoUtan  Council  in 
Tnillo,  assembled  to  supply  c&nouB  omitted  in  the  lifth  and  sixth 


•  ^  vU.  8. 


«  Bp.  xUv. '  ad  Th«odo«ium.' 
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General  Coancdls,  mserted  thorn  in  tbe  Oriental  ccxie.  Bnt 
most  sigiiificaut  piece  of  evidence  is  tboir  insertion  into  the  '  Nome 
canon '  of  Photios.  It  is  true  that  Photitis,  in  writing  to  Pope 
Nicolas,  denied  that  these  canons  had  ever  been  received  at  Con* 
Btantinople.  But  it  is  as  certainlj  tnie  that  Photius  wa«  telling  m 
falsehood.'  The  Pope  told  Photiatt  in  reply  th&t  he  w&s  unaUe  to 
boliove  his  statement.  He  would  have  been  able  to  convict  him  of 
a  Imrefaced  falsehood  had  he  known  that  Photins  bad  included 
these  canouB  in  over;  ooo  of  his  succesave  editions  of  the  canoDS 
conflidered  to  be  binding  on  the  whole  Church.  Theodore  Bal- 
aamou,  afk'rwards  Patriarch  of  Anliocb,  wrote  a  ooinnieniarv  on 
tbe  work  of  I'hotius  and  included  the  bardican  canons  nnder  those 
recDivod  in  the  East.' 

Therefore,  whatever  those  canons  are,  they  express  the  mind  of 
the  Churnb  as  a  whole.  Tliey  oan  boast  of  a>eumunica]  reception. 
What,  then,  is  thoir  real  origin? 

Some  thirty  yeara  ago  a  theory  was  started  by  a  professor  at 
Borne,  named  Luigi  Vinoenzi,  which  satisfactorily  aooounts  for 
most  of  tbe  facts  of  the  case.'  This  writer  has  endeavoured  to 
show  that  in  their  present  form  the  so-called  Baidican  canons  art 
a  commentary,  or  set  of  notes,  on  the  Nicene  eaiums  by  orthodox 
African  bJKhnpe,  the  original  Greek  copies  of  thoee  canons  having 
been  mutilated  by  the  Arians.  On  the  one  hand  we  are  led  by  the 
facts  to  doubt  as  to  any  canons  haWng  been  drawn  up  at  Sardica ; 
on  tbe  other  hand  we  are  confronted  with  witness  of  unimpeaoh- 
able  character  to  the  effect  that  the  Niceue  Fathers  sanctioned 
certain  canons  for  the  guardianship  of  ecclesiastical  discipline  and 
with  special  reference  to  appeals  to  the  Holy  Boe,  which  oon«spond 


'  Phutias  aleo  aoloed  tfa«  keU  ot  a  oounoU.  and  tried  lo  ptltn  than  oS  ott 
Ibe  Catbollo  Churoh.  He  forged  bandrads  of  ■ifinatuns.  Uu  torgetim  vera 
eonunitted  to  the  fiamet  hj  tbe  eighth  Oenenl  Caancil.  Nenrtbelfla  Ur. 
PtUIar  (p.  163)  nses  hia  aasertioa  to  Pop«  Kicolu  a*  maclofiT*  •videno*.  pi*- 
iMoing  that  endeooe  with  th«  r<«orni])«ndation  ihiwt  Phoriu  *wm  |b»  noM 
lutoed  Quu  who  hail  «vcr  sat  un  Uiat  tbrgo*.'  Puaaibljr  b«  was,  but  bo  WB> 
alao  tbe  moai  unaonipulous. 

*  Photina  wrnb!  first  a  oollootion  of  canons,  then  an  amoeMnent  in  ardor  of 
BobJMt  {Sj/ntayma],  and  then  a  ahorter  form  ol  th«  lattor.  The  Bardieaa  oaDOH 
appear  in  all.  The  Vope  hod  blamed  Phoiiiu  for  tcachins  tba  •puoopatc  fm 
aaltum,  and  had  ^eferT1^d  to  the  Sardicuin  cancuu.  Photitu  r«pU«d  tbal  thwa 
hnd  Dot  b«en  Teo«lT«d  at  ConiUnu'oopl*-  Am  a  matter  of  fact,  he  bad  qaotsd 
the  t«nlh  canou  of  Sardica  b;  oatne  tmder  th«  beading  '  oonc«niinit  tboM  wl 
bc«onio  bisbopa  from  lajr  oonditiou,'  both  in  liia  Synttvpna  aod  in  hia 

*  D«  8aerd  iftmanhtd  Htbr.  tt  CkritlMHomin.     HotBe,  1075. 
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to  thfi  provisions  of  the  so-called  Sanlicati  cahohs.  And  again,  in 
tlieir  present  furm  these  oanong  wear  an  African  ilresjt. 

TluB  sQeras  to  be  tho  only  adequate  explauation  of  the  passage 
iu  St.  JtUiub'  letter,  which  tit.  Atbanasius  comuderod  so  important 
fcliat  he  incorporated  it  in  his  own  defence.  St.  Jalins  there  speaks 
of  appeals  to  the  Holy  See.  in  case  of  difference  ehnng  amongst 
bishops,  as  a  *  eostoiD,'  and  he  also  calls  this  '  cnstom  '  HonieUiing 
*  prescribed  by  the  directions  of  the  Fathers,'  i.e.  the  Nicene 
Fathers,  and  also  a  cuHtom  sAnctioned  by  '  tite  Great  Synod.'  thus 
appcAring  to  indicate  that  ho  is  referring  to  tho  sixth  canon  of 
Niona,  which  hegiiia  n-ith  i^peaking  of '  ancient  easterns  '  prevailing. 
In  its  present  condition  that  oanon  suggests,  as  has  been  shown 
abo\'e,'  that  Borne  had  jurisdiction  over  Alexandria ;  but  it  is  only 
as  expanded  in  the  so-called  Sardicon  canons  that  it  fully  justifies 
the  a^nment  derived  &om  it  by  St.  Julius  and  produced  by  St. 
Atbinaaos,  himself  the  BitOiop  of  Alexandria. 

This  theory  also  explains  tho  othcr«'isc  inoxplicable  fact  that 
when  St.  Julius  told  the  Etieeljians  that  they  ought  to  come  to 
Rome  and  have  their  cause  tried  tbcro  (in  exact  accM>nlance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  so-called  Sanlicau  canons) ;  and  this,  on  the 
ground  that  the  Niccne  Synod  prescribed  such  a  course,  the  Eoso- 
bians  did  not  contradict  St.  Julius  in  their  reply  as  to  the  canon- 
ical mode  of  procedure.  They  only  made  excuses  which  St.  Athana- 
sius  calls  unworthy  of  credit  \a-jri6itvovs).  such  as  the  stress  of  cir- 
cumstances and  the  length  of  the  journey.  They  had,  indeed,  as 
St.  Athnnasiiis  points  out,  themselves  originally  proposed  to  act  on 
this  very  principle  of  liaving  Julius  for  tlieir  judge  (c.  20). 

The  explanation  of  the  matter  given  by  Canon  Bright  and  others 
docs  not  satisfy  the  facts  of  the  case.  St.  Julius,  says  that  writer 
(the  italics  are  mine),  '  when  he  wrote  to  the  Kusebians  that  the 
Nicene  Fathers  decreed  thnt  one  council's  resolutions  might  ho 
reviewed  by  another  [Athau. '  Apol.  c.  AH.'  22],  means  only  that  tkej/ 
acted  on  this  principle  by  considering  the  Arian  question  ile  novo 
after  it  had  been  determined  by  tho  Synod  of  Alexandria.' '  But 
6t.  Julius  does  not  quote  the  example  of  the  Niceue  Fathers ;  he 
n^ferB  to  their  '  directions,'  and  he  gi^'es  reasons,  as  does  St.  Atba- 
nasius,  for  the  ntilltyof  the  pronsion,  showing  that  it  was  an  actual 
direction  for  the  future,  and  he  emphaaiseB  in  particular  tho  special 
provision  ma<lc  in  regard  to  the  Bishop  of  Alexandria  (the  second 
Fetrine  See).    His  words,  in  fact,  suggest  the  sixth  Canon  of  'the 

•  p.  168,  Mj. 

*  ifotf  on  lAt  Canonj  o/OuJintfour  Ocmral  CounctU.  1882. 
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^pat  H>-nod'  (as  hd  colls  the  Nic«ne),  onl}-  in  its  fuller  fomi, 
quoted  by  hie  BuoceSBOrs,  and  presen'uil,  more  or  luss,  in  the 
callBd  SardicftQ  canons.    Indeed,  ihia  eettlemeDt  at  Nica?a,  as  I 
supposing  it  to  have  been,  runs  tbrougb  the  action  and  letitirs  of  the ' 
PoDtifiJB  and  of  the  FathorB  of  tbe  last  half  of  the  fourth  contRry  to 
an  extent  that  requii'e3  some  mora  reiit^unable  explanation  than  thftl, 
conscientious,  high-minded,  Christian  rulers  invented  it  or  hailedl 
tho  invontion  for  their  own  ends. 

Rut,  further,  St.  Julius  gooa  on  to  say  that  be  is  speaking  of  aaj 
'  ancient  oustom,'  vhioh  w&fl  '  borne  in  mind  and  iiTitteu  down '  ti 
t,ha  Nicene  Council.'     It  must  then  bavo  boen  a  definite  regal 
made  in  that  council,  not  merely  a  principle  of  action  to  bededt 
from  their  example. 

Canon  Bnght  says  also  :  *  Just  aa  the  Roman  series  of  canonsj 
in  tho  fifth  century  confounded  Sardioan  canons  with  Nicene, 
led  the  Homan  bishop:!,  first  in  ignorance,  as  in  the  case  of  Zoedmi 
and  Ttoniface,  and  afterwards  in  spite  of  authentic  in/ormation  (t 
in  the  case  of  Loo,  Ep.  xliii.)  to  quote  as  Nicone  what  was  really 
Rordioan,'  &e. 

It  hae  taken  Canon  Bright  some  years  to  arrive  at  a  theory 
wbicli  thus  impugns  the  honesty  of  the  f*n^!it  champion  of  tho  In- 
caniation,  the  'great  '  rcpresGntati%'c  of  the  Christian  religion  at 
that  era,  whose  holiness  breathes  through  every  line  of  his  sermorai 
and  lettei-s.  In  1877  Canon  Bright  had  only  got  as  far  as  asking 
the  question  about  St.  Leo,  *  Can  he  have  known  uo  butter  f*  In 
the  former  passa^'e  the  question  has  become  an  assertion,  and  St. 
Leo  tho  Qrcat  is  presented  to  his  readers  as  a  deliberate  liar. 

The  theory  maintained  in  these  pages  makes  do  such  demand  oa 
our  moral  sense.    It  requires  as  to  belisTe,  on  the  contrai7,  tbafe^ 
when  I'ontilf  after  Pontilf  quotes  a  canon  as  ^'icene.  and  quate«i 
after  it  baa  boen  questioned  as  such,  it  is  as  good  historical  eric 
as  can  well  be  obtained  that  tho  provision  it  contains  was  propetly^ 
called  Nioone. 

It  was,  we  may  suppose,  preserveil  after  a  while  at  Rome  onl/, 
the  home  of  acooracy,  the  metropolis  of  canonical  lure.  TheTmnoos 
allusions  in  the  letters  of  St.  Julius  and  (by  implication)  St.  Atba- 
nasins,  of  St.  Ambrose,  St.  Innoc^^nt.  St.  Boniface.  SL  CeleBtine, 
and  lat<>r  on,  in  Gelasius'  letter  to  Faustns,  supply  soch  strong  evi- 
dence that  there  was  some  Nicene  direction  (for  they  all  oall  it 


(he  ciL). 

'  Of.  litmuiH  Claim*  ttaitd  bg  wlnf  jfut^,  p.  11. 
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nsene)  tleuling  with  Lhe  quGBtion  uf  appeals  to  Rome,  corrcspontUng 
to  tho  provisions  of  tho  Sardtcan  canoiiB,  that  we  may  fairly-  t;up]xifle 
there  has  heen  some  foul  play  \u  re^nl  to  aomo  of  the  I^'icene 
canoDB.  It  requires  no  strotob  of  iiiiagiiiatioD  to  Huppofie  tliat  the 
Arians,  when  in  |M>a>K(l»ion  of  the  F.aslvru  Seoa,  inutUatcd  or  burnt 
some  of  the  canons.  They  were  busy  forgers  -this  we  know  from 
St.  Athanasia?.  Their  successor  in  heresy,  the  Emperor  Anastasius, 
had  the  Acts  of  Chalcedon  borut  outright;  a  more  distant  saccessor, 
Photiiis,  forged  a  whole  council,  signatures  and  all.  Romo  alone 
was  a  safe  rt^fu^'c  and  guardian.  Uomo  alono  enjoyed  an  uuinter* 
rupted  Huccc-ti^ion  of  liigh-minded  orUiodox  prelates,  and  the  main- 
tenance of  the  canoDB  of  Nic^a  was  thnir  Bpecial  boast  and  glory. 
Their  witness  is  a  safer  guide  than  the  reconly  of  AteiLandtia  and 
Constantinople,  after  these  records  had  been  in  tbo  perilous  keeping 
of  heretical  bishopt<,  who  did  wor^e  things,  aa  a  matter  of  fact,  even 
than  mutilating  records. 

\\6  may  therefore  safely  reject  the  theory  that  saintly  men  like 
Bt.  Innocent  or  8t.  Leo,  with  that  uniform  and  tremendous  sense 
of  responsibility  for  the  care  of  all  the  Churches  which  pervudea 
their  writings,  were  cither  ignorant  of  the  laws  tboy  had  to  ad- 
minister or  dt-liberately  changed  their  terms. 

At  the  same  time  I  am  far  from  saying  that  this,  nrhicb  seexas 
to  me  the  most  satisfactory,  is  the  only  tenable  theory. 

It  is.  I  neod  hardly  say,  a  poi-fectly  tenable  theory  that  these 
Sardican  canonu,  Laving  been  passed  at  Sardica,  vere  considered  an 
appendix  and  explicaiion  of  Niccne  directions,  and  wore,  in  such 
sense,  Ntcene.  In  tlmt  case  they  were  lauiehed  ujkiii  the  world 
with  the  authority  of  a  council  which  reasBertcd  the  Nicene  Faith, 
uid  whose  acts  received  the  confirmation  of  the  Holy  Bee.  They 
vere  then  part  and  parcel  of  the  >'iccne  settlement,  being  a  re- 
anertion  or  explication  of  Nicene  prescriptions,  only  not  embodied 
in  canons  at  Nicaa,  because  already  considered  part  of  '  ancient 
oastom.' 

At  the  Council  of  Florence,  Mark,  Bishop  of  Ephesus,  when 
asked  vhy  the  Constantinopolitaii  Creed  was  always  called  Nicene, 
replied,  '  Booauso  tho  latter  \irtually  contains  the  former.'  The 
ConBtantinopolitan  was  only  a  more  lucid  expression  on  a  mis- 
undetBtood  portion  of  the  Niccne  Creed-  In  like  manner  the  Nicene 
canons  virtually  contained  the  tiardican.  The  latter  were  only  an 
authoritative  explanation  of  the  Nicene  settlement,  given  to  meet 
new  emergencies  and  throw  the  cover  of  the  Kicene  roles  over  the 
champion  of  our  Tjord's  Divinity.  The  Nicene  Fathers  had  said, 
'  Let  the  Churches  preserve  their  own  privileges ;  *  tbo  Sardicon 
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Fathers,  in&ny  of  them  the  surne  riB  at  NictPB.  with  the  same  presiclenl, 
explaioed  what  these  pri%'ilcges  vero :  namely,  thai,  for  instance, 
the  Bishop  of  Alexacdria  bad  an  appeal  to  Borne  &om  the  Council 
oITyre. 

And  if  these  canons  vere  really  Bardican,  one  can  ima^e  a 
Tfaeon  for  epcakiiig  of  them  as  Niccne  to  AfiricaDS.'     For  iha  Ease* 
bians  at  PhilippopoliK  ciUltxl  their  meeting  the  Banlican  Councilf-j 
ajid  sent  their  condemnation  of  St  JuHub,  St.  Athanasiiis,  and  other] 
orthodox  bishops  who  liad  appealed  to  Home,  to  Donatua  ai  Cartl>ag«|] 
und  the  Creed  drawn  up  at  thia  schismatic  meeting  was  diflBeminAtail 
in  A.frtC'a.     Tbii^  was  what  the  Africans  understood  by  Bardican, 
and  therefore  to  call  these  canons  Sardican  would  have  been  con- 
fusing.   They  were  really  (on  the  sapposition  which  1  am  entertain- 
ing) Niccne,  as  coufimiod  at  the  true  Council  of  Sardica.     In  point 
of  authority  and  obligation  to  obedience  they  were  Nicene.    And 
possibly  it  was  the  disoovery  of  this  that  led  to  the  Church  of  Northj 
Africa  dropping  the  iiiatU^r  and  never  returning  to  it,  but  evoulually, , 
when  the  fire  of  pcrsccnttou  had  bamt  out  and  they  had  been  knit 
closer  in  bonds  of  amity  to  the  Be«  of  Rome,  incorpoirating  tbetn 
into  their  own  African  code. 

On  the  whole,  then.  Canon  Brigbt's  theory  may  be  said  to 
one  that  is  not  required  by  the  bets  of  the  oaae,  and  is  soroewl 
revolting  to  Christian  piety.    Of  the  two  connter-theorias  mentioi 
aljove,  one  is  quite  possible  (namely,  that  these  canoDS  ware  Ntc 
in  the  same  sense  that  the  Constantinopolilan  Creed  is  ever 
the  Nicene  Creed),  whilst  the  other  (namely,  that  they  were  Ut«raU] 
Nicene,  and  came,  we  know  not  how,  to  be  called  Sardican  in  UmI 
seventh  century)  explains  all  the  facts. 

One  fact  that  specially  makes  for  this  theoi?  Is  that  St.  Jaliiu 
practically  acted  on  a  provision  of  the  so-called  Bardican  eanosn, 
and  that  he  wrote  before  the  Council  of  Bardica  met.  And  ba  ealled 
the  provision  one  that  bad  been  '  written '  In  Lbe  *  great  Synod.' 


NoU. — The  di«on«iiloTi  bctw««n  Bom*  and  Africa  as  to  the 
canoDB  throw*  no  light  on  the  (|ueittion  treated  bera.  for  we  ba^  e  no 
■u(  lu  iu  termination.  Indeed,  wo  have  onli^  two  lettvn  for  tlie  wfaols 
hiatory  of  thin  diacttniuon — one  from  African  bishopn  to  BL  Ikmifiw* ;  lb* 
otb«r  to  St.  Cale«tin«.  The  latter  hui  nvery  poiuible  mark  of  torpiry 
(ct.  p.  808) ;  and  Ibere  are  stitspicioiui  cironmstanoM  abotil  the  farttMr. 
For  the  diiTorence  between  Rome  and  Africa,  at  given  in  IhcM  lottora.  U 
mentioned  nowhere  else.   Van  EspeD  Biipreaaoi  himself  a*  quite  noapliuMd 

'  Ot  conn*  tiivn  uv  diffioultiM  ia  thb  MippMJtiod.  a»  ia  (mpUMl  ia  «lial 
fau  be«n  uid  abotc. 
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In  regard  to  the  eaiincU  from  which  thu  letlor  lo  Bouifsee  is  sappoaed  to 
faATD  email Atc<l.''  The  matter  is  not  lunntionod  in  frcwper'i  *  Chromoon,' 
nor  hi  Poasidins'  *  Life  of  St.  Augfualino,*  uor  in  Marina  tlercator.  nor 
bi  Fkultimit'  *  LiboUuB,'  nor  in  Photitu'  '  Bibliothoca  '  (c.  52).  Furllmr, 
Balumon  glvea  the  supposed  letter  from  Ht.  Cyril  and  from  Atticiu  of 
OoDSiAiitiDople  (ftceomp&nyiu^  their  copies  of  the  Nic«iio  canons),  which 
is  obviouHl.v  a  translatiou  from  the  Lattu,  8ttgg«iitiiii<  that  the  original  wax 
B  Latin  forgery,  and  containinj;  teruiitiolof^'  fuuiid  nowhere  else  in  Cyrira 
writinffH.  And  how  wan  i;  that  JtlalBAmon,  hiraself  of  Antloch,  could  not 
produce  the  letter  from  Antloch  7  It  must  be  admitted  that  grave  sos- 
pieion  reiita  oa  tho  urbole  of  this  snppaaed  diseuBaion. 
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The  Reo.  F.  W.  Pulhr  on  St.  Amhrose. 

St.  Aubiiosb  was  one  of  tbo  primitive  saints,  and  a  very  great 
saint.  We  have  seen  that  he  altogether  differs  from  Mr.  Puller  on 
Bome  points  conc«ming  the  Bee  of  Rome,  holding,  aa  he  did,  (hat 
St.  PettT  was  Bishop  of  Home  (*  De  Sacr.'  i.  5),  and  that  from  that 
see  '  the  rights  of  venerable  communion  Qovf  forth  to  all.'     (Manu, 

■  i.  iii.  p.  i)'2^.)     But  Mr.  Puller  haa,  nevertheless,  claimed  Mm  as 

[being  to  a  certain  extent  on  his  side,  on  tho  ground  that  be  says 
Ep.  xiii.),  in  reference  (so  Mr.  Puller  imagine!;)  to  the  disputed  sac- 

Fussion  at  Aotiooh,  and  to  a  sinuiar  diOiculty  at  Constantinoplo,  in 
A.D.  9B1  or  882,  that  '  we  do  not  assume  to  oarselves  the  prero- 
gative of  examining  snch  things,  but  we  onght  to  have  a  share  in 
their  examination.'  Thitt  he  couaiders  moderate  as  compared  with 
kter  claims ;  but  Theodosiufi'  answer   '  to  thu   Italiaiia '  (i.c.   St. 

?Ambrofle  and  his  council]   decided  that  such   matters  should  be 
settled  in  the  Ea-^t  and  by  tlie  East,'  and  this  Mr.  Puller  oonsideni 

^to  be  the  '  immemorial  praotioe  of  the  Church.'  (*  Primitive  Saints,' 

Ifto.  p.  274.)     St.  Ambrose  says,  No. 

TheodosiuB  had  succeeded  to  the  entire  empire  on  Gratian'sdeath. 
On  his  return  to  Constantinople  from  the  West,  he  determiued  to 
make  an  effort  to  bring  the  schism  at  Antioch  to  an  end.  He  accord- 
ingly summoned  a  synod  to  meet  at  Home,  and  engaged  Uiat  Flavian 
should  attf^nd.  Flavian  was  accordingly  sunimoacd  to  Coustanti- 
noplo,  to  sail  thence  for  Rome.  He  managed,  hoB'ever,  to  satisfy 
the  emperor  that  he  could  not  bci  expectud  to  travel  thus  far  In  the 
winter  season,  in  his  eighty-second  year,  but  promised  to  attend  in 

>  Jtu  Keel.  viL  §  10,  Art.  3.    LotuU.  1766. 
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the  summer.     The  synod  ^ras  lield  at  Capua,  and  it  was  deddedj 
chat  l)otli  partieH,  whutb^r  Lhe^'  held  to  Flavian  or  &\'agriii9,  sbotild 
be  considered  to  b«  in  communion  with  Rome,  so  long  as  they  held 
the  true  faith.  The  contest  concerning  the  bishopric  was  remanded: 
to  the  judgment  of  Thoophilus  of  AJexandria,  as  having  kept  himself^ 
neutral,  and  the  matter  was  to  be  cou£rmed  by  the  Apoaiolic  Bee.' 
8t.  Ambrose,  however,  discov<iring  that  FUviaa  had  *  had  re- 
conrao  again  to  the  help  of  petitions  and  of  imperial   rcfloripto,* 
wrote  a  more  atrlngent  letter  to  Theodosius,  and  complained  of  thai 
liisliopB  having  hiul  all  Iho  tnmble  of  going  to  Capua  for  nothingrl 
lie  wrote  at  the  same  tiioe  to  Thoophilus,  and  spoke  of  Flaviaa' 
as  stiuiding  ' alone  oulaido  the  law.'     He  neither  came  to  Capos' 
uor  presented  himself  to  the  judges  provided  by  the  synod.     The 
emperor  wrote  back  somewhat  sharply,  and  Bi.  Ambrose  relied* 
The  letter  of  the  emperor  is  not  extoul,  and  we  can  only  gnam  ftlj 
what  he  said  from  St.  Ambrose's  reply.    The  latter  says  {Ep.  xiT.)i 
that  he  must  congratulate  the  emperor  on  seeming  to  have  restored 
unity   between    the   Kast   and  the   West.    He  had  summoned  ft 
coancil  for  the  purpose.     St.  Ambrose  and  the  bishops  will  not. 
they  say,  enter  into  (ho  ijuostion  of  whose  fault  it  has  been  that 
things  were  disturbed.     He  is  glad  that  they  made  the  endeavour. 
as  it  witnessed  to  their  desire  for  peace.    They  deny  that  they  ooald 
be  accused  of  any  partisanship,  or  too  great  readiness  to  beliftvft 
either  side,  and  they  \md  met,  not  for  the  sake  of  defining,  but  of 
instruction.     And  since  they  have  delegated  tlie  mailer,  they  must 
he  considered  to  have  sought  a  just  judgment  rather  than  deferred 
to  prejudice.    The  East  had  themsclvoit  wished  for  the  council  a» 
well,  and  moreover  had  themselves  sot  the  e:iiunp1e  in  referenn  to , 
I'uul,  the  Presbyter  of  CunKtantinnple,  when  they  asked  for  a  synod 
within  AchaJa ;  hut  the  West  had  thought  Capua  better,  becftosft ' 
they  could  travel  more  safely  hy  sea  tljan  through  Illyricom.  which 
was  in  a  state  of  disturbance  ('  movebatur  ').  They  say  that  th«y 
not  umovating :  they  are  not  removing  the  landmarks  of  the  Fathen,.j 
nor  violating  the  rights  of  the  Easterns ;  bat  on  the  contrary  ibey 
are  keeping  the  tbmgs  defined  by  8t.  Athanaaius,  of  holy  oiemary, 
who  was,  as  it  were,  a  pillar  of  the  faith,  and  by   their  holy 
Fathers  of  old  in  councils;  neither  are  they  violating  the  righta 
of  hereditary  communion,  but  whilst  reserving  the  respect  due  to 
the  Imperied  Majesty,  they  are  showing  themselTeB  eager  for  peao* 
and  qttiei.'  * 

■  Ambnn.  Ep.  M.  7. 
*  St.  Ambrotii  Ejnalol.  Citum  L  Ep.  »t.    Miyot,  voL  xv.    TIm  ooooeUa  ' 
aro  obviotuly  Nitwa  aad  Sudiea. 
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\n  an  cafly  part  of  the  letter  they  reminil  the  c-mperor  tlmt  Ihcy 
had  met  together  to  consiJcr  also  the  case  of  those  who  tiic'd  to 
introduce  the  teaching  iif  ApoUiiiariuH,  who  ought  to  be  cut  off  In 
Llieir  presence,  'for  he  who  has  been  convicted  in  the  absenco  of 
the  parties,  as  your  clemency  laid  down  in  your  august  and 
niBgistenal  {principali)  reply,  will  always  seize  on  a  handle  for 
questiomng  '  the  decision.  And  then  they  say  that  they  asked  for 
Uie  ooancil  that  'no  one  might  be  able  to  compose  a  falsehood 
against  the  absent.* 

Thi!Be  bishops,  tliorofore,  headed  by  St.  Ambrose,  do  not  admit 
to  the  emperor  that  this  matter  is  one  of  those  which  must  be  con- 
olnded  in  Ibc  Bast,  a»  neither  does  it  appear  that  the  emperor  laid 
down  the  principle  that  ail  such  matters  ahould  be  ooncludtMl  where 
they  arose,  fleeing  that  he  had  originally  contemplated  the  appear* 
ance  of  Flavian  before  Western  bishops — namely,  ai  Home. 

Tillemont,  however,  has  made  a  conjecture  concerning  this  letter 
of  St.  Ambrose  which  supports  hiH  (iallican  views  of  the  adminis- 
tration of  tlie  Church  ;  and  bis  conjectures  have  recently  been 
Lmnsformod  into  historical  facts  by  Mr.  Puller  in  his  *  Primitivo 
Stiints  and  the  Hee  of  Roma. 

TiUeraoDt  thought,  a.3,  indeed,  others  have,  that  the  above  letter 
of  St.  Ambrose  was  written  d  projws  of  the  demand  of  the  Council 
of  Milan  in  382  for  &  general  council.  Bat  a  close  inspection  of 
the  letter  will  probably  satisfy  most  readers  that  this  is  an  untenable 
theory.  For  the  council  to  which  the  letter  refers  is  Ktated  to  liave 
been  summoned,  not  only  to  oxtingnish  the  Antiochian  schism,  but 
*  to  take  cognisance  nf  those  who  are  endeavouring  to  bring  into  the 
Church  the  dogma  which  Apollitiariiis  is  aswrted  to  tench,'  and  this 
at  a  time  w}ien  lllyrictim  was  suspected  of  being  in  a  state  of  dis- 
turbance, and  therefore  the  sea  journey  {i.e.  to  Capua)  was  desired 
as  being  safer.'  Mow  this  wm  the  state  of  things  when  Tbcodosias 
returned  from  Italy  in  301.  The  Apollinarian  heresy  was  then 
rising  into  greater  prominence,  and  the  barbarians  were  coming  out 
of  their  hiding  places  and  causing  disturbance  in  Macedonia  and 
Tb&tsaly.  Whereas  there  was  no  Gothic  war  nor  known  disturb- 
ances in  niyricum  in  S82.  Things  had  been  settled  in  880.  8o 
that  on  tliese  grounds  the  theory  of  Tillemont  and  others  will  nob 
bold.  Again,  there  wa»  qo  idea  of  the  West  having  in  any  way 
bnlmved  reproachfully  about  the  Convocation  of  the  East  in  881,  as 
this  letter  of  Su  Ambrose  states  of  the  occasion  of  the  council  to 
which  it  alludes.    Tbe  East  answered  the  summons  of  the  Wcet 


■  '  Id«o  naritinuL  et  tuliom  qiuraita  sunt '  (Ambr.  Kp.  iv.  a). 
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inoBt  ooiirtoously.  Bo  that  the  letter  does  not  fit  into  ibe  dnmn- 
sbanooB  of  882.  Further,  on  the  occasion  of  St.  Ambrose's  letter, 
the  Wdst  had  been  BQiumoQed  by  Theodoaius,  which  could  Dot  he 
the  caac  until  Oratian's  death.  And  ainee  TheodoeJutt  could  ni)t,Qa 
Tilleiuout'a  theory,  have  written  tlias  to  St.  Ambrose  until  tuworde 
the  end  of  BS2,  it  seems  ineonoeivahio  that  Bt.  Ambroae  sboold 
have  answered  in  the  name  of  the  bishops  whom  he  mentiooa,  ud 
not  in  that  of  the  Uoman  Synod.  Whereas  eterything  file  in  with 
the  time  immediately  Rubfwqaent  to  the  Synod  of  Capua,  and  it 
-nrould  eeom  that  the  very  prominent  paragraph  about  the  ApoIlinA- 
rians  applies  to  Vitolis,  who  had  organised  the  AiwUin&rian  jiany 
at  Antioch,  and  took  refuge  under  the  pretext  that  he  had  not  been 
condemnefl  in  person,  which  was  true,  and  wbioh  was  one  nuuu 
reason  of  St.  Ambrose's  wish  for  a  general  council,  to  which  the  said 
ApoIUnariBt  bishop,  whom  I  am  supposing  to  bo  Vitalis,  should  be 
summoned. 

Mr.  Puller,  however,  has  improved  on  TiUemont.  For  TillemODt 
adds  that  what  he  says  about  the  letter  of  Theodosius  is  only 
oonjectareil  from  this  letter  of  St.  Ambroee.*  Mr.  Puller  profosses 
lo  adduce  Theodoaius'  letter  it«eU,  and  compares  it  with  tltat  of 
Bt.  Ambrose,  and  then  compares  the  two  with  the  action  of  Rome 
in  484  in  deposing  Acacius,  and  hence  deduces  '  a  proof  of  the  growth 
of  the  Papal  and  Italian  claims.' '  He  first  applies  the  letter  to  the 
circuuifttances  of  882 — which,  as  we  have  seen,  la,  to  say  the 
mostimprobablo  and  then  (jnotes  from  another  letter  of  St.  Ambi 
as  follows ;  '  St.  Ambrose  and  his  council  expressly  say,  '*  We 
not  osaume  to  ouracKos  the  prerogativo  of  examining  such  thiagv;^ 
but  we  ought  to  Imve  a  shure  in  their  oxaiuinalion."' 

It  must  be  noticed  for  the  sake  of  English  readers  that  the  fti 
force  of  the  won)  '  prerogative  '  in  the  lAtin  is  tliaC  of  having 
first  vote  in  a  matter,  and  that  St.  Ambrose  and  his  council  tin38S} 
do  Dot  repeat  the  word  'examination,'  but  use  the  word  'jadgment' 
or  ■  decision.*  They  had  just  said  (for  we  are  now  back  in  88S) 
that  since  Maximus  was  pleading  bis  cause  in  the  Wert  they  (t 
Easterns)  *  ought  to  have  waited  for  oar  judgment  ooooeming  himj 
They  in  effect  invoked  tlie  Nioeuo-Sardioan  canons.  They  than 
that  in  thus  claiming  that  the  Easterns  ought  to  have  waited  fo 
the  judgment  of  Rome— for  that  is  wliat  they  certainly  meant— 
'  we  do  not  claim  tlie  prerogative  of  examination  [i.e.  the  euinina- 

■  '  Koos  avoDs  tiii  om  ehoeM  par  «oiij«i|im  3e  Im  Hyo  m  qtu  8.  Ai 
«t  MS  collfKUM  flrmt  i  Tbtedow '  (iftawjru,  vol.x.p.  1S1>. 
*  Th»  Primitive  Saint*  and  ths  St*  of  Borne,  pp.  978,  274. 
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ion  of  Iho  matter  in  the  iir«t  instauco  i,  but  there  ought  neveniitiles.^ 
r.o  Itave  lieen  ihe  particiiMitloii  or&  coinniou  judgnient.'  It  ia  to  hi- 
noticed  that  tliero  is  no  exact  equivalent  of  Mr.  Fuller's  words, 
'  such  things,'  which  introiluoe  the  idea  of  a  general  rule  inBleatl 
of  coiifitiiug  tlie  Kentinient  to  tbi»  particular  matter.  Mr.  Pullar 
then  proceeds  :  '  The  emperor  wrote  back  to  the  ItaUans,  iS:c.,  but 
he  does  not  let  hia  readers  know  that  tho  emperor's  letter  ia  not 
extant,  nor  that  Tillemont,  from  whom  bis  vords  are  taken,  only 
givefl  them  as  conjectures.  As  has  been  seen  nbore,  '  the  presence 
of  the  pnrtios,'  on  whioli  Mr.  Puller  laja  stress,  refers  in  all  probft- 
bihty  not  to  the  affair  of  NM)larins  at  all,  but  to  Ra\-iaii  ha\ing 
absented  bitiuwlf  on  the  ground  that  it  was  winter-time.  But 
Mr.  Puller  proceeds  more  boldly  still.  He  informs  his  readers  that 
'  Lhero  can  he  no  quei^tion  that  the  emperor  was  stating  the  imme- 
morial practice  of  the  Church,  not  only  In  the  East,  but  in  A&ica 
and  elsewhere ; '  whereas  tit.  Ambrose  goes  on  to  say  that,  on  the 
oontrary,  there  can  bo,  or  ought  to  bo,  no  question  that  Ibc  imme- 
morial practice  of  the  Church  haA  been  precisely  the  other  way. 
He  instances  St.  Athanasius,  and  alludes  to  the  Nicene  Fathers  as 
being  agaiost  whatever  it  was  that  Theodosius  »aid.  It  is  but  iair 
to  retort  on  Mr.  Puller  what  he  saya  of  some  one  els*  {Prim.  SS. 
p.  S27) :  '  If  one  may  set  aside  evidence  in  such  a  way  as  that, 
hietoo'  becomes  an  impossibility.' 


APPENDIX  IV. 

The  Apostolic  See :  Meaning  of  ttte  Phrase. 

Tbebe  is  one  expression  occurring  again  and  again  in  tbe  Acts 
of  the  Council  of  Ephesns,  which  gives  what  might  be  called  the 
Christian  name  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome.  He  is  the  Archbishop  of 
*  the  ApostoUc  Boe,  or  Throne'  It  is  curious  to  notice  bow  some 
writers  fight  shy  of  this  title.  N'ow  Rome  is,  it  is  true,  according  to 
the  Acts  of  the  Councils,  the  Apostolic  Throne  of  C4reater  or  Old 
Borne ;  but  it  is  also,  what  no  other  is,  simply  '  tho  Apostohc  tieo.' 
It  is  a  title  accorded  to  her  by  emperors,  empresses,  patriarchs, 
individual  bishops,  and  tho  entire  synod  of  Kpbcsus. 

The  See  of  Rome,  then,  was,  in  4Bi, '  the  Apostolic  See ;  '  hers 
was  '  the  '  Apostolic  throne ;  not,  indeed  to  the  exclusion  of  othere, 
but  in  a  super- eminent  sense.  During  tho  ComicU  of  Ephosus,  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  no  othi^r  seo  is  called  apostolical  at  all,  unless  wo 
o\oopt  a  doubtful  passage  in  the  speech  of  Juvenal  of  Jerusalem, 
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(i  jrropos  of  tho  action  of  John  of  Antioch,  in  which  he  oa]I<i  his 
the  Apostolic  throne  of  Jerusalem— noi  eimply  '  the  Apostolic  8ce.'^ 

Now,  the  ntttural   inforcnc*   from   the   use  of  the   term  '  the 
ApOBtolio  Set; '  m  applied  to  Rome  in  tho  early  conncUs  is  that  tho 
apostolicity  of  the  Church  in  the  matter  of  government  vnM  TMtodj 
in  the  See  of  Kome,  and  flowed  forth  from  tbcDce  to  the  rest  of] 
the  Bees  of  Christendom.    This  is  the  explan&tion  which  St.  Lea 
gives  in  hie  sermon  on  St.  Peter  and  St.  Paul's  Day.   Ctuion  Bright 
admits  Uiat '  on  the  wholt^,  what  Rome  said  in  481  amounts  to  this '. 
All  bishops  snccf«d  tho  Apostles,  but  Celestine,  as  heir  of  him  who 
vas  the  foremost  Apostle,  hae  a  right  to  be  foremost  among  bishops.'* , 
The  question  is,  of  course,  what  constitutes  the  *  foremost  place,' 
and  by  whiit  sorb  of  '  right '  does  Borne  hold  it  ?    What  did  the 
Church  at  that  date  mean  by  so  persistently  attributing  to  Rome 
the  title  '  Apostolic  '  ?    Canon  Bright  says  that  in  4S1  ■  Rome  did 
not   Hoy,  OS  she  now  practically  says,  "The  npustolic  naihurity  iij 
ooncontrated  in  St.  Peter's  successor."  *    It  is  not  quite  plain  whi 
Dr.  Bright  means  by  '  concentrated.*     But  what  is  the  explanation 
given  by  the  history  of  tbe  Council  of  Epbesus  ?    It  is  aa  follows. 

C'-elestino  regarded  himself,  and  was  considered  by  others,  as 
occupant  of  'the  Apostolic  Sec.'  As  such  he  considered  himself  i 
in  a  iHtculiar  sense,  clothed  with  apostolic  authority,  which  h«  ooul 
exercise,  as  we  have  seen,  in  the  way  of  deposing  an 
bishup,  the  Bishop  of  Constantinople,  the  imperiui  city.  Ko  oil 
in  presence  of  the  Arts  of  this  council  will  deny  thus  much — rie. 
he  spoke  of  the  authority  of  his  see  as  in  some  sense  pre-eminentl] 
apostolic,  and  that  biitbops  (even  Capreolos  of  Carthage  *  }  speak 
it  BE  such,  and  that  Celestine  regarded  his  sentence  on  Nestorii 
as  the  judgment  of  God. 

But  he  regards  all  the  bishops  as  also  true  suooeBsors  of  tbe 
Apostles  ; '  bo  rejoices  in  their  gathering  ;  ho  sees  in  their  asaeuility 
a  v-isible  manifestation  of  the  presence  of  tbe  Holy  Bptrit,  who  is 
given  to  them  all  in  oommon.  He  doos  not,  indeed,  say  that  all  ar« 
equally  partakers  of  the  Holy  Bpirit,  £rom  an  official  pmni  of  view: 
that  they  all  etiuaUif  inherit  the  duties  and  graces  of  the  apoetolat 
Dr.  Fnsey,  in  his  endeavours  to  find  contradictions  between  Poi 
on  matters  of  faith,  says  that  Celostine,  according  to  tbe  *  Roman 
theor}',  must  ba\'e  been  in£illihle  wbcn  he  said  to  tbe  Council  nf 
Ephesus  (the  italics  are  his  own)  that — 

■  The   charge  of  teaching  has  descended  [from  the  ApostUt] 
etjual/y  upon  all  bishops.  We  are  all  engaged  in  it  6y  att  Mtnditary 

'  Chunk  Bulorif,  p.  336,  not«  d.  ■  Ct.  Ep.  Capnoli  ad  Sya.  Aei  L 

■  Cel.  Ep.  ad  5yn.  Aet  U. 
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right ;  all  W6  who  havo  come  in  their  ntuatl  preach  in  the  uaine  of 
tho  Lord  to  all  countries  in  the  world,  according  to  what  was  eaid  to 
them,  "  Oo  yc  and  Uiach  all  nations."  Yuu  are  to  obaerve,  my 
brethren,  thattlie  order  (jruitidattim]  wo  have  received  is  a  general 
order  or  oommanil,  and  that  He  inteoded  that  we  should  all  exccuto 
it  when  He  charged  them  with  it,  as  a  duty  devolving  equally  upon 
all.  We  ought  all  to  enter  into  the  labours  of  those  whom  ioe  have 
all  succeeded  in  dignity.' ' 

On  this  Dr.  FuBey  says,  by  way  of  comment,  '  Not  the  Pope 
alone,  but,  aecortling  lo  Pope  Celestine,  the  "  asHemhly  of  priests," 
is  the  visible  display  of  the  presence  of  the  Holy  Ghost.' 

Dr.  Puscy  hero  gives  a  turn  to  Celestine's  words  which  neither 
the  Greek  nor  Latin  (.txpresses.  Celestine  does  not  say  that  the 
asaembly  of  priests  is  '  the  visible  display,'  but  merely  that  it 
'  manifests  [iii.^n^<.ir,  t«siatur)  the  presence  of  the  Holy  Ghost,' 
vliich  is  true  on  what  Dr.  Pusey  calls  tho  Ultramontane  theory. 
Neither  doM  Celestine  use  the  word  '  otjually  'at  all ;  be  says,  'in 
OOriinion,'  and  a  ^ift  received  in  common  may  bo  received  in  diver- 
aity  of  share. 

As  for  ite  not  Iwing  *  tho  Pope  alone,'  as  Dr.  Pnsey  ptitu  it,  no 
one  ever  supposed  that  tho  Pope  enjoys  a  monopoly  of  tho  gifts  of 
the  Holy  Spirit  for  the  purpose  of  teaching  or  governing.  The  same 
remark  applies  lo  wliat  Canon  Brt^lit  says : 

'  It  is  cortain  that  Celestine  knew  notliing  of  the  theory  which  is 
now  calle<l  "  Ultramontane."  He  recognised  apostolic  authority  in 
all  bi>diops  alike.' 

It  it)  curious  tliat  in  Uie  text'  to  which  this  is  a  note  Canon 
Bright,  in  giving  tlio  applauses  of  the  bishops  at  the  council,  omits 
precisely  the  exclamation  which  suggests  the  peculiarity  of  the 
Pope's  position.  The  bishops  catletl  Celestine  '  the  guardian  of 
Uio  faith.'  Canon  Itiight  omits  that.  \i  by  the  word  *  alike,'  in 
the  above  note,  he  mtw-ns  'eqimlly,'  then  he  is  contnulicted  by  the 
whole  of  Celestine's  conduct  at  the  oounoil,  and  by  the  ending  of 
.this  very  letter.  If  Dr.  Hright  does  not  mean  '  equally,'  viz.  that 
IftU  bishops  enjoyed,  according  to  Celestine,  equal  apo«tolio  anthoriiy, 
but  uses  the  woni  '  alike  '  simply  as  redundant,  he  misinterprets 
the  teaching  to  which  he  alludes.  No  CaihoUc  theologian  denies 
that  the  bishops  '  all '  enjoy  apostolic  authori^.  Aa  Hettinger 
expressen  it,'  '  all  reci'ived  tlie  saimt  authority,  but  not  all  in  the 


'  Eirmicon,  j>.  307.  '  Churth  Hialory.  p.  asil. 

•  Cf.   T\t   Suprtmacu  of  Pu  Apottdk    Sff.   by  HctUnKer. 
Edil«d  by  ArcbbtKhop  Porter,  SJ.  (Bonu  A  Oftt«8),  p.  15. 


Eng.   tnuas. 


1  I  2 


482 


APPENDICES. 


tame  de/jree  or  to  the  t&ma  exUntJ"  And,  as  the  same  irritor  ob- 
Berres  elscwhorp,  this  does  not  the  leas  maho  the  bishops  irai 
bishops  and  true  succ^sors  to  the  ApoBtles.  For  it  will  beadraitu-d 
that  Timothy  anil  TiluH  were  true  bishops,  and  jeL  the;  were  ondar 
apostolic  aathority.  The  Apoalles  had  jurisdiction  over  tbo  uni- 
versal Charch  :  and  yet  the  bishops  appoiiiti:^)  by  them,  nndvr  their 
jurisdiction,  were  true  bishops,  placed  by  the  Holy  Ghost  to  nJe  thv 
Church  of  God.  The  share  of  the  episcopate  in  the  apoatohit«  of  ihe 
Church  is  thus  described  by  Hottiuger  : 

<  We  know  where  to  And  the  CathoUc  episcopate,  the  episoopaie 
of  the  true  Cliuich  of  Christ,  by  the  approbation  its  teaobing  ts- 
oeivcs  from  tho  Apostolic  See  ;  for  where  ih«  members  are  ui  earn- 
niuiiion  witli  their  hoad,  there  is  tho  unity  appointed  by  God.  the 
Catholic  Church.  .  .  .  The  primacy  and  the  episcopacy  are  both 
holders  of  the  teaching  office  of  the  Church,  btU  not  ex  aquOf  on  a 
}tar.  The  head  must  teach  the  members  and  oblige  them  to  ooeept 
his  teaching ;  hut  tho  converse  does  not  hold.' ' 

Dossuet,  who  insisted  strongly  on  the  apostolic  authority  of  aU 
bisliops,  nevertheless  nTites : 

*  When  Christ  chose  8t.  Peter  to  be  the  foundation  of  His 
Church,  He  created  for  him  a  auperiority  in  the  Church  and  con- 
ferred on  him  tlie  fullest  plenitude  of  authority  and  majeaty,  that  he 
might  keep  all  bound  together  in  uni^.*  *  And  he  taUs  as  that 
Celoedne  acted  in  the  persuasion  that  be  alone  could  jndidally  deal 
n-itl)  Nestoriua. 

So  that  Dr.  Puney  has  no  ground  for  tranelating  Cdeettne'- 
Bzpreasion  *  in  common.'  aa  though  it  were  'eriatilly;'  and  Caaoii 
Bright  is  mistaken  in  suppoaing  that  oar  attribution  of  ijxtcial 
aathority  to  the  Holy  See  annihilates  the  ^ostoUo  authori^  of  the 
rest  of  the  episcopate.  And  each  of  thaae  writers  is  mtstakon  in 
supposing  that  St.  Celesiine  held  the  equality  of  all  bishops  in  their 
possession  of  the  teaching  office.  They  hold  it,  aocording  to  HUj 
Celestine.in  common,  but  not  in  equal  measure.' 

■  pp.  eit.  Part  S,  cb.  iriii.  ■  D«f.  Dtcl.  Cttr.  aatl.  ai. 

*  SinCM  writing   th*  above  1  hav*  DoUce<l  tliat  Cuon  Bii^l  tfinnlrtw' 
CoI»sti»tt*9  exptesBJon  in  ths  aaioe  wa;  that  Dr.  Pn&ejr  diit-H,  sa  ihnogh  btt  mii 
ttiftl  th«  teaotitng  ofllo«  'hid  doweodod  equaUj/  to  *11  buhopa  '  (Reman  fTnini 
ttsUd  by  Antiqait]/.  p.  11,  note).     St.  Cvlciline  n^  in  wmrntm.     'ConuDOi 
Praxw '  doM  aot  moan  thai  Prwst  and  people  who  praj-  are  offioiall;  equal. 


AirTTA.  of  Constantinople,  reada  the 
third  CiutQD  of  CoDEteotioople  (not 
th«  >txth  of  NioKa),  443 

Africa,  ckubm  of  bi»hopii  not  to  b« 
leniiinfttud  Ihojo,  112.  143;  u- 
wpted  ?apel  Infallibility,  3S0. 
MQ :  furbndi*  inferior  cit'jrgf  to 
Rppeal  to  Boniv.  iVJ;  dc)irve«t»d 
loi^tM  a  latere.  39D ;  auppoMd 
letter  l«  the  Pope,  probftbly  tga- 
riouN,  303 

Alexandria,  s  mm  of  I'elvr,  I'iO ;  why 
•bore  Antioota,  12/>;  jurisdiction 
Ot,  107;  Bubjcot  to  ItouM.  177; 
Coaiinlt  of,  I'ib ;  AelR  sent  to  Bomo, 
197 

i«^T.W.,17S 

dWm,  St.i  Bishop  ot  Mil&n.  on 
DiuDMOB*  eleotion,  304  ;  Gmtian's 
kdTtMr,  tSS,  337  ;  t«««hing  en  the 
8m  of  VvU:r,  i*3  ;  at  Aijuileia, 2IV4  ; 
at  Bomc,  373;  coiilnidifU-tl  hv  Mr. 
Puller.  47tt 

Aii&tolina.  Biabop  of  Contitantinc^le. 
Htibiiula  to  L«o't  ()«niandii,3nB-Ail(> ; 
signs  the  Toins  atid  Mvidn  it  ivuim). 
1Kp7  .  instnictd  bUhops  at  council. 
414 ;  defends  an  inadequate  for- 
inD]at4l9;  grospB  at  supivmaey  in 
the  Zut.  440 ;  favouring  cirouni- 
atanoee,  441 ;  hie  letter  to  beo  tm 
tb«  tvnod,  46£ 
itbony.  Biahop.  301 
titioch,  a  xee  ot  Pet«r,  190;  ita  re- 
lation to  Iloroe,  123  :  to  Alexandria, 
196;  Couneil  of,  17(i.  17f);  diftttco- 
Bionb  under  Meletins,  193 

Lpioriui!,  African  prieat.  deceived  the 

Pope.  397 
Lpolliiiariui,  liis  liemsjr  dcl«cti>d  bj- 
Damaaus,     312 ;      condemned     at 
llome,  276 

Aquileia,  Council  of,  m 

Anw,  Mareian.  Biabop  of,  70 


Arlea,  Council  of,  144  ,  not  superior  lo 
tlie  Pope,  146:  British  biahopa  at, 
146;  rcftolaUon  of  Raster,  147; 
Arehbiftbop  Laud  on  the  Council. 
140,  163 

AMholiuB.  St.,  b&ptisei  Tbeodosins, 
343:  Papal  riear.  24fl:  meeting 
St.  Ambnw.  273 

Athanaaitu,  SU,  and  Julius'  leltftr, 
17ft.  178 

Au^«ttne,  St.,  on  Peter'a  prioiaflr, 
03;  on  Cyprian's  speech,  93; 
opinion  of  St.  Stephen.  1 13 ;  on  the 
DocatiRta,  140 ;  on  Mclchiadets* 
jodgmeut,  141,  143:  on  Iha  See  of 
Pct«r.  143 :  on  the  Donatitita*  ap- 

rl44,     147;     miainterpreted 
Uod,  140;    at    Milem,  387; 
letter  to  I'opo  Innocent,  288 ;  his 
belief  in  Infallibility  of  tbe  lloly 
See,  290  ;  as  Papal  legate,  800 
Auxvniius,  BiBhup,200 


Binneuiixa,  96 

Basil,  Sl,  tauder  to  A]>ollinarins,  'ill ; 
looks  lo  tbe  West.  213 ;  wUhen  for 
Papal  tedates,  214  ;  letter  of  com- 
plaint SB  to  Damaaus,  220;  on 
Western  supfreilicnisae«8,  223 ;  le- 
oognisea  special  gnae  in  the  Holy 
Sea,  2*4  ;  adrnft^i  Pope's  power  ovar 
Eaelem  biahopt..  22.^1 ;  and  to  eon- 
aeorate  Riithop  of  Antioeh  by  le- 
gate. 226 

Baailide«,  Bishop, 73 

Bigg,  Dr.,  on  the  Clementine  literature, 
80 

Bownet,  on  pn%eipa!ita$.  80 ;  oo 
Vietor  and  Ireoans.  48;  on  tlie 
Pupal  sontenoa  against  TJeslorios, 
8&£ 

BottallA,  Father,  S.3„  on  relalioQ  ol 
biahops  to  the  Pope,  380 


484 


FNDEX. 


I)ri|$bt.  Dr.  W.,  on  conwnire  ad,  35  •, 
on  Infallibility,  lu»;  on  OUi  NioeiM 
Vanon,  ITl ;  quotml.  263  ;  iiude- 
qokte  wnioii  of  Celfistiiio'E  judg- 
ment on  Neetorius,  314  ;  misiinder- 
standing.  830;  doacriplion  ot  tb« 
■entenoc  at.  EphesiiB,  fl3fi;  on  John 
of  Anttooh's  delay.  HI;  on  th« 
hgale's  spoeab  at  Ephenud,  SID ; 
on  a  aapposod  allunion  to  the  Popoi 
8S8  Mf.;  aooosation  of  forgery, 
i46  ;  tmrulathm  of  eo"tmttni.i,  46S 


OMcaaJX,  Biabop    of  Corthoee.   189 

Cano«u,)Uxth  of  Sicca,  166 ;  of  Saidios, 
176,  l&  note ;  why  Popw  qnote, 
18.1;  third  of  Constantinople.  2SS 
stq. ;  VK*r\i>  quot«d  as  8Ar<l>«an, 
Satj,  303 :  tliird  of  Coostantinaple 
rMdatChatcodon,4i3;  aistlt  Niccne 
only  oDoe.  Hi ;  twt-iily  eighth  of 
Chalcedon,  how  oarrtNl,  441  sm. 

Capreolus,  Btabop  of  dutha^e,  letter 
on  authority  of  Holy  See.  S17, 
MO 

Carter,  Cwon,  accutmtiou  ol  (org«i7, 
445 

Carlha^,  Ihinl  Council  iibaut  hoptUni, 
S9 ;  letter  to  Pope  Innocent,  2M 

CeleBtiofl,  St.  (i^ope),  2»9 ,  his  cha- 
raotfrr,  ^fi.  all :  letter  oondemninR 
Nesloriiig,  309;  r«ftl  prf«id«nl  at 
Epbeena,  931 ;  bis  jadgmont  on 
KoitoriBi  aooepted  oa  authoritattvo, 
334,  3SR :  iMt  letters,  354 

Chaleedoii,  Nioone  Canon  at,  170. 
Sm  Leo.  AnatolJUB,  DioMoras,Theo- 
doret,  UarimuB 

Chryaologns,  St.  Pet«r.  advtsei  Eaiy- 
oh«8  to  obey  the  Pope,  367 

Ohoroh  ot  Bome.  antaority  some  aa 
that  of  the  Bithop.  I 

Cburoh,  the  CaLholio,  it£  head  and 
root,  B$ ;  her  unity.  I  \H,  119 

Clemen!,  St.  of  Bome,  letter  to 
Corinth.  1  itq. 

OUmtniine  lil»rataro,  dfeortptioo,  13; 
Dsad  by  TiibinfiBn  s«bool,  IS;  by 
anti-p«p«l  writers,  13 ,  not  tlie 
parent  of  phrase  '  Hee  ot  Peter,'  16 
Mg. ;  labeeiiaeot  to  li«t  o(  Hegnaip. 
pas,  17-82;  •obtequi'iil  to  TertlU- 
lian,  US ;  and  BardeMnM.  M  :  reason 
ol  its  aooeptanoe  al  Bome,  81 

CvltsliuB,  the  Pel«4nao,98S:  deeeired 
the  Pope,  itM;  was  oondenuicd, 
KM 


OoDRlantine,  his  irish  for  a  oooneU, 
157 

&>nnth.  Epistle  of  St.  Clement  to.  I ; 
its  «ffr«rt,  33 

Cyprian,  St..  treatise Du  Unity,  twumoi 
for  writing.  SO,  63  ;  teaehinff  as  to 
Peter,  49,  54,  53;  on  the  ehair  ol 
Pi>t«r,  i>7;  mean in^of*  the  head. 'fil; 
on  (Unereooe  between  ordere  and 
JorisdiotioR.  62 ;  on  ronunatua 
going  to  Bome,  69 ;  on  Hucian  oC 
Arle«,  TO;  dfposition  of  lUiilides, 
73 ;  on  bapticm  by  herettcft,  errtH'.  i 
77  :  mi  tradition,  HS ;  expnwboa 
'bishop  of  bishops,' m:  his  irrila 
tton.  99  ;  stunmaty  by  St.  Vineeot. 

iia 

Cyprus,  deoisioD  aboot,  M  Epbeius, 
wn>n|{,  Sfi6 

Cyril,  Rl,  of  Alexandria,  why  inwr> 
veood  about  Neatoriue.  300;  ap- 
peola  to  the  Pnpe  tor  JDdgment, 
S08;  presided  for  the  Pope.  331 
aeq. ;  preaidnd  after  tlu  laj^ates* 
arrival.  350;  sent  by  Celeetine  to 
preside,  S4A;  his  sobudsi}-  of  th«^ 
eouncil.  S51 :  dehmisd  by  tb 
synod.  353;  praised  by  OelestioetJ 
365;  and  by  SiiluH,  his  snee* 
356;  his  auUiortscd  Ivtten  aoeeplal ' 
at  Cbaleedon,  411.    Su  EpheMa. 


Duunoa,  St.  p'ofie).  bis  graaiaeai, 
SOS  teg.;  auotion  valid,  307;  hia 
rale,  SOfi ;  cetlmate  ol  Liberius' 
stand,  309;  detection  of  Apoi- 
linariui),  31 1 ;  and  Uacedoniua,  313 ; 
bis  belief  aa  to  his  tee,  213 :  de- 
fined  tlie  Divinity  of  the  Holy 
Gboet,  314;  differed  from  Basil  a«. 
to  a  latpatioft.  315  ;  anooyed 
819;  WK»  towards  Ueletiiu.  327: 
his  rdinon  as  euooaesor  ol  IVterl 
anfMeMl  in  Itw  East,  144.  *J47  ;  ua 
Uaxinas.  US ;  ohaocea  hu  opioioo, 
306;  aotion  in  aj>.  381,  969;  hia 
dlory,  878 

IMonysins,    Su.    ol    Bome,   acto 
mpreme  ruler,  121;    nn    Hcmm 
riot.  156 

Dionysus.  St.,  ot   Alexandria,  ittter- 
Mdee  with  the  Pope,  31 ;  letter 
Koidanoe,  lU;   defeiida  himself  lo 
the  Pope.  lU 

Dioeeonis,     Biabop    ol     Alexai 
mores  (or  a  ooandl,  34W ; 
at  Epbesus.  37V  ;    aoquitted  Eaty* 
ehea.  S7U ;  lias  tu  leave  his  scftt  at 
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jAiOO  \  unUno«d  by  llie 

DOlIingMr.  m.,  truiKlfttioii  of  St.  Igna- 
n&tiaii,  3S;  on  princip^lilOi,  86, 
5U  ;  on  oommunioii  with  Boiiie,  38 ; 
on  exoonunanioatJon,  41 ;  oo  P«ler> 
prin)ai07.  61 1  on  Pln»U)aii's  l«U«r, 
100  :  on  the  sees  of  Peter,  135 ;  on 
tbc  peuce  at  Antiocli,  i'^'i;  on  the 
Pn|)«  as  patrinrch,  26'i ;  absurd  no- 
tion ot  infAllihility,  JtlO;  correfit 
appreciation  oi  CytiVa  tvlntioa  to 
OelMtino.  313 

Domnuii,  BtHiiop  of  Antiodi,  i'ili 
iDonatiiilH,  ihoir  ongiii,  IflU ;  ask  (or 
Oalliofadgw,  140:  their  appeal  U> 
the    emperor.    141 ;     their    acUon 
mininterpreted  bj  Land,  149 


Bnraics.  Coanoil  of  (a-p.  431).  du«  to 
Kestarins,  Sl(l;  and  tu  too  tin- 
peroi,  SK  \  OlMtine  the  prMident, 
S'Jl ;  Cjhl  actod  for  him.  3T2  ;  ueo 
of  term  '  Apostolic  8«e  '  at  Couooil 
of.  App.  IV.  47!» 

Epheeoa,  Robber  Oounoil  at  (a.o.  449), 
ootwuhed  by  Flavian,  369;  Eatjr- 
ehee'  plaii.  368;  why  conaented  to 
by  Lee,  375.  ::t77  ;  its  ootiBtitaeals, 
878;  FIiBTtan  condemned.  879  ;  ap- 
peals) to  Borne.  ZaO;  ill  tnated, 

am 

Epiphonina,    BL,    on    Bt.  Cement's 

Koeoeaiva,  5,  31 ;  ftt  Boina.  373 
[iKmeblBos,  their  progmnune,  177, 179 
•btot,  on  St  Clemiuit'a  letter,  7 ; 
Papal  llsta,  19  uq. :  on  the  Coaocil 
Of  HiovA,  157 
loaebias  of  CoDStantinoplc,  174 
toMbiua  of   Vereellir,  I'apal   legate, 
1!>4;  atAntioob,  IW 

Eu»taUiiu^,  St..  Bisbup  of  Aiitiooh, 
191 

BMjrsllM,  hia  toaohiug,  Stlv;  coa- 
dflnuiMl  bT  his  bUhop,  366;  ap- 
p«a]a  to  Rome,  but  not  at  Uw  fljnod. 
M7 ;  Rains  the  emperor,  867 ;  in 
oDDctrt  with  Dioeeoras,  movts  for  t 
(iouneil,3(M;  bringacfaargeBagBiost 
bin  flTTiod,  370 ;  coodemnr^  hj  L&o, 
873 ;  acquitted  at  the  Latrociniuiu. 
.179 :  hia  acquittal  rendered  null 
and  void  b;  the  Pope,  S65.  8t€ 
Flavian  and  Li>o 

Excommonicalioo,  different  kind*,  41 ; 
of  Anatios  by  St.  Victor.  ii\  of 
MaKtian  by  tlie  Pop«.  71;  of  Fir- 
iliilian,81 ;  lesaei  kind.  105;  autho 


riliea  afiftlnKt  Crpriao'a,  107;  etp. 
St.  Augustine.  IW 


FACVrtxra,  Papal  legate,  3tfB ;  not  in - 

falliblt*,  300 

Firoiillan,  'Jif;  hix  lotlor,  101;  pro- 
bably alteied  his  teiacbintr.  Ill 

Flavian.  Bt..  of  Autiuch.  3S8.  36fi 

Flavian,  Bishop  of  Conalantinoplo, 
fiondetnnii  EulychifK,  S65 ;  writea  to 
the  greater  eeni,  but  Bends  Iha  Aota 
to  Koine.  3S7;  oceepta  ceoBura 
from  Leo.  369 ;  prefer*  Papal  brieC 
to  a  general  cooncll,  809.870;  M- 
c«pts  )eeat«8  from  BMae.  378; 
murdered,  880;  bad  appealed  to 
Rome,  883 

FranoiK  of  Salufi.  SL,  on  Petor  quA 
foundation,  40 

Frep|i<el,  Biahop,  nummary  of  Cjpri- 
anio  dispute,  \l^ 


GcuhStnii  of  Cfzicus,  value  of  lit* 
Usta,  lti8 

Ooie.  Rev.  C,  refulaUon  of  Lightfoot. 
7;  intMpretatioD  of  Irenntoa.  36; 
hia  depreoialion  of  lien,  4Ih;  mis- 
inteipretatioR  ol  L«o.  439  :  carioua 
HUEgealiuii,  440 

Gratian,  Emperor,  hU  attitude  to  the 
Church,  1134 :  relationahip  to  Ht. 
Ambrose,  935 ;  gave  civil  effect  to 
eoeleuMtkal  jadgnienta,  936;  his 
reeoriplB  untemnnoaa  with  eeole- 
siafflioal  arrftng*m«nti>,  387  tfq. 

Oiegoiy.  Kt ,  of  Nazianzai,  24fi,  2M  ; 
lUction  confirmed,  240 ;  oppoBM 
the  deotion  ol  FlaWan,  369;  re- 
sign*, iS& 


HrfiKsiPPca,  17,31,  30 

Homoounos  (Consulwtantial),  taught 

by  St.  Dionyains.  156 
Hoeius.  Bishop.  Papal  legate  at  Nice. 

168 


laxAnos,  St.,  on  Bt.  Clcment'i  letUr, 
3.  19;  the  Church  of  Rome  pre- 
tlding.  S3 

nijTittn  bishops  at  ChalcedoQ,  thttir 
difTieuUy,  417 

Inlalhbihty.  Papal,  Involves  eoncar- 
rciine  of  tbo  ChurcJi.S;  taM|ht  bjr 
IrcnKma,  38  ;  implied  by  Cyprian, 
73 ;    uot  incoiitistent  with  Kicene 
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Council,  IM;  nor  with  Buil'i  words 

■bouL  Mi'^letiu.t,  330 ;   aoocpted    b; 

Ui«  Church  of  North  Africa,  SW ; 

uaiuaed  by  L«o  in  writing  to  'llieo- 

dorioft,  S87 :  Dr.  Di^Uinger  on  In- 

taUibilitv.  417 
Innoovnt    I.,    SI-   (Pope).  lett«ra    to 

Africa,  S8S;  oUitn    lo   infallibility 

reeaiv«d  in  Africa,  '190 
Iienieas,  St.,  on  Hi.  Clemcnt'H  lett«r, 

3,   9 ;    liKl   ot  Popw.   22 ;   on   the 

Boreraigoty  of  the  Charoh  ol  Uome, 

B4^B 


jBBoiui.  Si.,  on  Sl  rater's  tpisoopnte, 
21 ;  on  Liberina.  187  ;  witness  to 
Papa]  Bupremacr,  £27 ;  bis  a^, 
336;  ftL  Rome,  a7R,  977 

John,  Bishop  of  Antioch,  connMls 
MMtoriud  to  bb«T  the  rRp&l  judg- 
mcnL,  316;  his  ilela;  tiil<.-ntiunul, 
330 :  holds  a  schismatio  synod.  Ml : 
refoM*  to  lilttfii'l  the  council.  353 ; 
bi«  deposition  reurv«d  to  Bome. 
8&3 

Jab&isnns.  Cyprian's  l«lt«r  to,  85 

Julian,  Qifihop,  Peln^dan,  dl7  ;  wiahcc 
lor  a  oouncil.  818 

JoUdb,  St.  (Pope),  lettflT  to  th«  BuH- 
btans,  17fi 

JuTetkol.  Bishop  ot  Jcmtoleni,  on  obe- 
diaoca  to  Boow.  8fi9 ;  wretta  pro- 
linon  from  Antiodi,  485 


IiATnocnarH,  t-r.  Bobber  Byood.   S*t 

EphcHui',  FlBTiu).  DltwcoruB,  Leo 
Land.  Archbinhop,  mistranslaticn,  IfiO 
Lto  Ibo  Urcat,  St.  (Pope),  blames 
Flanan,  967 ;  judgea  Euljrobesi  in 
his  TooM,  873  :  r«TlB«i  the  Acts  ol 
the  Eaatem  8yond,  878;  coaf^ntA 
to  a  ooDocil,  87fi;  deRetib««  bii 
Toiu«  to  th«  Archinuuidhtes  as  a 
tatludrd,  376 ;  and  to  th«  k^notl, 
ibid. ;  annuity  the  seDteooe  on  £a- 
tyulie«.  3f<ri ;  acts  on  tlw  Sardioan 
Canon,  3-^ ;  cxpooods  Papal  In- 
fallibility t»  llie  emperor,  'AXl  \  his 
demands  uo  Anatouna,  893.  SHO ; 
bis  ToDw  accepted  as  authurititivo. 
409 ;  dlflBoolty  ol  same  bi-!)o[>s 
aboot  tl,  113;  iiutructed  in  ix^m- 
miltoc,  4H  ;  troe  lo  examine,  not 
to  diasent.  116:  Tome  tbe  rule  of 
failh.  420 :  called  by  the  synod  '  the 

Sreachins  of  the  See  ol  r*t«r.'  422; 
EardaD't  allooatioo  on  tbo  Tome, 


4*>5:  absolved  Thaodoret,  427:  ac- 

tnol  restoratioD  Mt  In  tlm  oynoil, 

430 ;     rejeeta     the    tw«aly>ei|{hl' 

C«Don  u  contrary  loNiccoer 

by  virtue  ot  hia  apostolic  aaihority^ 

4fi8-4fi0 

Idberiu«,  St.  (Pope),  liii  support  of 
Athanasius,    186 :    bia   l^we    itot 
proveo.    187;   bis    aete,    IBS;    bia 
eecoiid  stand,  189;  altar AviniDtmuj 
IVO  J 

Lighttoot,  Dr..  on  8t.Cleaifint*B  leatorj 
B,  D ;  on  the  ClemeaiirtA  UterAtOTKl 
14  ;  on  Bagoaippos'  list,  ai ;  uaiu^i 
Intion  of  St.  It;nutiua,  83 

Lincoln.  Uisbop  of.  on  the  OlemsnUnr 
Rninanoe,  14,2^:  on  NlomeCoQlwll. 
169 ;  tUMnbstantiated  accuaaUca  ol 
forgery,  44fi 

Linao.  suceesaor  of  8t.  FMer,  19,  SI. 
32 

Lit11t:dalL',  Dr.,  on  DamacUE.  306 

Lucifer.  St.,  <A  CacUah.  PaiMtl  legatet ' 
104  -.  consocrated  Paulinus  lo  Ao- 
Ooch.  IW 

Lucifcrinns,  198.  ^W 


UAIDCKU.DH  of  .\neyra,  933 

Maroian.  Biftbop  of  Aries.  TO 

Harcian,    Emperor,    why     aalled 
CooBCJl.   89I-3m:   firai   iQ[ 
then   ^vei   up.  Ham  Hreoty- 
Canon,  448, 4iv 

Maiimos    of    Consluitinoplsi,    Mtti^ 
unlination  rojeded^tlO:  apjWTtin 
ihc;  West.  27S 

Moumus.  Bishop  of  Anliocfa,  hia  dTti 
dln»tioo  Tklidiated  by  tbe  PoM,4MiJ 
EaKtam  aooeptanoe  of  Pq>al  en| 
macy,    484 ;    agteaa   lo    Jonoal^ 
dauie  coodiliODaUy  opoai  Lao's  i 
aenl.4M 

HakbUdes.  St.,  HI^  o(  RonM. 
JDclgmeot  on  African  biibopa,  141; 
tniireproasnted  by  Ijand,  110 

Ueleuus.  St.,  Bishop  of  Aittioeh.  hi> 
flection,  1^1 ;  exila.  IM  ;  ■tatomciil 
before  Sapor.  194 :  dealt  with  sl  i 
Alexandrin,  IIKS ;  Damaras  toa\  to-] 
ward*.  237 :  eompoet  with  Paalint 
when  made,  32V:  at  yctm  wuQ 
Bome  (4.D.  379).  330 ;  at  Oonstanl' 
nqpte,34t^;  last  acts  attd  death.  CM; 
proof  that  hu  died  in  ooaunoiiioa 
with  Boma,  3t»7 

Meiiint^n,    Bishop  of    Kpbeeni,  held 
Kntotins    eondeinnad    bahm   lh»^ 
eonncdl,  819 


^^^^^^^^^^^^                         ^^~                     ^1 

UUan.  Council  of,  36S 

1d^  od  unity  compared  with  Cy-           ^^^| 

Hlilman.  Uottn,  on  the  seotenoe  of  the   \ 

prun'a,  66  ;  on  going  from  Carthage            ^^H 

Council  of  Kphesu*.  937 

to  Bome,  00  n.  3 :  IrnnNlalion  of  cow-            ^^^| 

tuUra  r«»,76 ;  on  the  \i<^&d  B.ml  root            ^^H 

of  the  Ohuroh.  H5 ;  on  Ht<>iilien'>           ^^H 

Nkctjuuiih,  Biviiop.  2&S 

Qxooiumunicatiun  of  Cypnao.  lOS-            ^^H 

Kcstorius,  Ilia  obAraoter  and  t«iioh{ng, 

111 ;  mistake  ae  to  the  neea  of  Peter,            ^^^| 

806;  idea  ol  tho  coanciJ.  SIQ;  M-    , 

186;  repudiation  o(  Popua  aa  wit-            ^^^| 

euBwI  at.  Cyril.  319                               1 

tMsses.  127  ;  on  the  Niwno  Council.            ^^H 

KioAH,  Council  of,  roanonti  toe,  151 : 

164;  on  sixth  C«iioD,lfS7:  on  the            ^^H 

its  prc-Hitlent.  XOl :  m.  Boniface  on. 

MeletiaDEiU  Antioch.  11Jr>tr.l,lV7  n.9;            ^^H 

IG&;  sixth  Cixnon,    IM;  mippomcA 

note  on   hix   ii«ecunt  of    Melotins,            ^^^| 

itiT^vty.  171 :  directed  from  Bonie, 

301;  depteciationof  Dauiaauc.  30£;           ^^^| 

310;  an'  tli«>  Siirdicau  C«nons  Nt- 

on  ulcetinti  of  Duniatius,  207  ;  argu-           ^^^| 

owie?  107  teq. 

ment  from  titles  un&otmd.  216  n.  2 ;          ^^^| 

Norfolk,  Duko  of,  not  s  typa  of  the 

on  4a^fi9tja,  317n.  3;  mietakcn  idea            ^^^| 

^         Pope.  -JU 

Difpi^w]  teaobing,  S3a;i»akeaOra-           ^^H 

^^^P 

tiaa'a  Btaeript  wider  than  Bome'e           ^^H 

^^ 

request— wrongly.  S87  »rq. ;  on  the            ^^H 

OruTCnt,  91..  of  Af  rioii.  on  eoniiiianion 

Council  of  Aqutieiii,  204  n.  3:  mis-            ^^^| 

with  Rome,  38,  274 

traoslaliun,   2(J7;    coUapice  of    his            ^^H 

arf^nuuit  about  MAlctJua,  i^  ;  con-            ^^^| 

tradicta  au  AmbTose,  371,  479;  on            ^^^| 

PuoMU  FfHl,  dimti  tn,  SB  Mf. 

North    African   Church.    383;   ae-            ^^H 

lumption  about  African  obedienee,            ^^H 

&tt  deporition  of  IHosoovtu,  4(tt 

802;  on  Philip'fl  word*  at  Ephofine,  ^^H 
850 ;  oil  the  Cyprian  dispute.  3(7  ;            ^^H 

PkuI,St.,rel&tiooeliip  to  S«e  of  IloQ». 

93 

accuAiUion  of    forgery.  445;  inter-            ^^H 

Paul  of  BunoMUv,  his  eaw  referred 

prctations  of  Cyprian.  .\pp.  1,  4A1-            ^^^| 

to  Romo,  13S 

4<)7  ;  on  SI.  Ambroiie,  App.  IIL  47S           ^^1 

Puilinus.    Bislio])  of  Antioeh.    193; 

Pnsey,  Dr..  argument  about  infatli.           ^^H 

podilioD  Mocttoned  at  Alexandria. 

bility,  l'>4;  niiifUnilerHlanding.  157  ;            ^^^| 

lMMg> ;  ordained  by  time  biahope, 
IM :  oompMi  wiili  MelMlns.  S» 

on   Church  of   North  Africa.  284;            ^^H 

mlaUlm  about    St.    Zoaimtu.  891           ^^H 

Pekgtns,  his  heresr,  S84 

$eq.;   tutflwerBd   by  St.  Aogtutine.            ^^H 

P*t«r,  St.,  onUinrO    Cli^meni,   19;  r«- 

99!t :   acorvunt     of    the  ConodI   Of            ^^H 

latioDship  to  the  See  of  lloiue,  33 ; 

Ephesas.  319  ;  on  John  of  Antiodi'a  ^^H 
dAay,ft41 ;  translalionof  commuttji,           ^^H 

Church  built  on,  il,  19,  60 ;  pUet 

of.  fio :  ohair  of,  57.  €7 :  ptimaoT 
over  Apoetira,    H.H ;  three  eeeii  oi. 

483                                                                  ^^M 

^^^M 

130 ;  mention  of  in  the  Sardicaa 

^^^H 

Cftnonn.  ISO.  l\^ 

RxcooKtrroKH.  titc     Cf.    Clentsotine          ^^^| 

Philip.  Papal  Irgatc  at  Ephesas.  hii 

lileratme                                                        ^^^| 

exposition  of  IVpal  suprvaaej.S4i ; 

RoiuD,  Obunsb  of.    See  Church                     ^^^| 

its  acceptance  bjr  the  synod.  347 

Bomo.  Sen  of,  relation  to   St.   Peter           ^^^H 

Photiuii,oI  ConAtnntinoule.on  Hosioa, 
108;  hisfiilMhoodana  torgeriea,  470 

and  St.  Paul,  33.  24  ;  the  Apoetotio            ^^1 

Bee,  118.  App.  IV                                          ^H 

Folyeralei. -11 

^^^H 

Pmae,  their  wiloeiw,  12V  stq. 
Puleberia.  Bnipreas,   HB'J ;  beanty   of 

Bujioir.  Dr..  lone  of  Clement's  letter,          ^^^| 

ohar*et«r,S91;  her  joyatAoatoliiu' 

8,  11  ;  hifl  nee  of  the  Clementine           ^^H 

submiaaion.  SIB 

lil«ralun.',   13  ;    undue  depreciation             ^^H 

Puller.  Bev.  F.  W.,  on  the  OUmentine 

of  Council  o'  KphcauB,  330;  on  the           ^^^| 

Boiuanee,  14,  IS,  2'i ;  on  princijiali' 

preaidenciee  of   couucUa.  821 ;    ig-            ^^H 

(«,  M :  on  St.  Victor,  40.  4:t.  44 ; 

DWiog  Celcstine's  work,  837 ;    de-            ^^^| 

traniilaUons  of   Eusebiu*.   43.   40; 

preciatioD  of  Nicena  Coanoil,  383  ;           ^^H 

on  St.  Cjprian,  47.  S8  ;  trmnslation 

argument  from  reflialanoa.  338                    ^^H 

ol  *iKird^eUi»   unitat.  58.  69 :  of 

Sardica.  Canons    of.  their  RiMning,          ^^H 

primahu,  88 ;  Old  Tostaiiiont  t«aeh- 

178  aeq.,  183  noU :  quoted  as  Nicene.           ^^H 

■. 

■ 
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298,302;  acted  on  by  Leo  towards  the 
East,  385  ;  are  they  Nicene?  467 seg. 

Stephen,  St.  (Pope),  asked  to  depose 
Marcian,  70 ;  restores  BasilideB,  73; 
St.  Vincent  of  Lerins  on,  61 ;  his 
letter  to  Cyprian,  89 ;  his  decree, 
96 ;  and  the  African  legates,  97  ; 
his  exconunanication  of  Cyprian 
not  proved,  107  sea. 

Sylvester,  St.  (Pope),  his  action  to- 
wards the  Donatists,  140 ;  sat  in 
seat  of  the  Apostles,  147 ;  i-eoeon 
for  accepting  a  Council,  168,  161 


Tertullian,  not  deceived  by  the  Cle- 
mentine Romance,  17 ;  not  con- 
tradicted by  Iremeas,  23 ;  definition 
of  principalUas,  58 

Tbeodoret,  bishop  and  historian,  ac- 
coant  of  compact  at  Antioch,  229 ; 
not  allowed  to  judge  Dioscorus, 
401 ;  acted  as  jud^e  of  the  faith  at 
Chalcedon,  431 ;  synod  did  not  re- 
view l*apal  judgment  on,  432 

Theodosius  I.,  Eniperor,  enforces  the 
faith  of  Borne,  244  ;  decides  on  an 
Eastern  (Eomnenical  Coonoil,  246 ; 
second  edict  (a-d.  S81),  247 

Theodosius  II.,  idea  of  the  council 
at  Ephesus,  319 ;  takes  Eutychea 
under  his  patronage,  3C7 ;  appointed 
DioscoruB  president  at  Ephesas, 
379 ;  ordered  the  presence  of  Bar- 


Bumas,    378 ;    refuses    to    convoke 

another  council,  388 
Timothy,  of  Alexandria,  264 
Tyana,  Synod  of,  admits  Pope's  power 

to  restore  Eastern  bishops,  '2'i5 
Tyre.  Cooncil  of,  176,  179 


Unsraus,  schismatic,  207 


Valkntiniah,  Emperor,  letter  lo 
Theodosius  on  Papal  jurisdiction, 
389 

Victor.  St.,  40  aeq. 

Vincent  of  Lerins,  St.,  estimate  of 
Stephen,  81 ;  on  the  Donatists'  use 
of  Cyprian's  name.  98;  summoiy 
of  Cyprian's  ccec,  112  ;  nsver  men- 
tioned by  Mr.  Puller,  112 

Vitalis,  Dishop,  at  Antioch,  218 


Ward,  Wilfrid,  224 

Wordsworth,  Bishop  Christoplior,  147 ; 
on  the  Ephesine  sentence,  337 


Zosiuus,  St.  (Pope),  caution  as  to 
CoelestiuB,  294 ;  did  not  ai^rove  his 
heresy,  293 ;  Marina  Meroator,  204 ; 
his  ex  eathedrd  teaching,  296 ; 
rcoelTed  Apiarins,  298 ;  ijuoteil 
Nicene  Canon,  298 


FRUITED   Br 

■  l-OTTDWOOnX   ASD   CO.,    NXn^TREBr  •qVARK 

LUM>OX 


Carblnal  IRcvpmaiVs  XHHocks. 


SERMONS. 
PAEOCHIAL   ana  PLAIN   SERMONS.    Edited  by  the  Bev. 

W.  J.  OoPKi^KD,  B.D.  Ut«  Rcc:or«f  FarDham,  Emcx.  8  vols.  Cabinet 
Edition.  Crown  8vo.  Si.  eaxh.  Popular  Edition.  I<  >-<d«.  Crown  6vo. 
Si.  M.tacAi. 

SELECTION,    wlapted    to    the    SEASONS   o(   the  ECCLE- 

SIASTICAL  MtAR.  from  the  '  Parochial  nud  Plain  Scrnion-.'  Kdireil  hy 
Uw  Bov.  W.  J.  COfELlKD.  B.D.  late  R«:(orof  Farnhani.  "R^ex.  0»binrt 
Bfliticn.     Crown  Svo.  S*.     Popalar  Edition.     Crown  8vo.  Si.  flf/. 

FIFTEEN  SERMONS  PBEACEED  before  the  UNIVERSITY 

of  OXK0R[>.  lidwutiii  1826  and  IR43,  Crown  Hro.  Si.  Pt^alar  luUtion. 
Crown  6vo,  3i  tJrf. 

SERMONS  BEARING  upon  SUBJECTS  of  the  DAY.    Edited 

b;  the  Rov.  W.  J.  Copklami,  II  I>.  la;e  Rector  of  Famhum.  I^nwx,  Cruwa 
Bro.  5j.     Popular  I^dition.     Cionn  bvo.  '6».  M. 

DISCOCRSES  ADDRESSED  to  MIXED  CONGREGATIONS. 

Crown  8vo.  6*.     Popolai  Kditioii.     Crown  Bvo.  3«.  6d. 

SERMONS  PREACHED  on  VARIOUS  OCCASIONS.    Crown 

ifvo.  6#.    Popular  Etlition.    Crown  Svo.  3i.  %[d. 

TREATISES. 
LECTURES  on  the  DOCTRINE  of  JUSTIFICATION.     Crown 

Rto.  Si.     Popular  Edition.     Crown  Svo.  3t.  Qd. 

An     ESSAY     on    the     DEVELOPMENT    of     CHRISTIAN 

UUCTKINK.  (.'abinnt  Kdition.  Crown  t^vo.  dt.  ]'DpaUr  Edition.  Crown 
Svo.  :ii.  «rf. 

The  IDEA  of  a  UNIVERSITY  DEFINED  and  ILLUSTRATED. 

OliitiH  Edition     Crown  Svn.  7i      Popular  Kditfoo.     Crown  8ro.  3*.  64, 

An  ESSAY  in  AID  of  a  GRAMMAR  of  ASSENT.    Cabinet 

Edition.     Crown  Svo.  7*.  Crf.     Popular  Edition,     Crown  Svo.  3i.  W. 

POLEMICAL. 
The  VU  MEDU  of  the  ANGLICAN   CHURCH.     Illustrated 

in  L«ctur«»,  I.«iT«r«,  and  Tract*  wrttWn  b«twe«n   1830  and  IMl.     With 
^m  Notes.  Vol.  1.  iYophetical  Uffice  of  the  Cburoti.  Vol.  II.  Oooa«ional  I«tt«r» 

^^^k  find  Trsctct.    CabiiuM  K<]it.ion.    S  vols.     Crown  Svo.  6i.  each.    Ft^ralAr 

^^^r  Edition.     2  Yola.     Crown  6vo.  St.  I>d.  each. 

I      CERTAIN    DIFFICULTIES     FELT    by    ANGLICANS     in 

■  CATHOLIC  TKACHiSa  CONSIDERED.  Cabinet  Edition.  (2voli.)  Vol.  I. 
H  Twclvfl  Lectnn-R.  Crown  8to.  7i.  6rf.  Vol.  IL  Letters  to  Dr.  Pnsevconcem- 
V  ing  the  Blessed  Virgin,  and  to  the  Doke  of  Sorfolk  In  Def«nc«  ot  thfi 
H  Po{}«  and  Council.  Crown  Kvo.  fii.  ^.  Popnjar  Edition.  (Svols.)  Hi.firf.  eacb. 

■  The  PRESENT   POSITION  of  CATHOLICS   in  ENGLAND. 

H  Okbinet  Kdition.     Crown  8to.  Ti.  Stt.     Popular  Edition,  3i.  6d. 

I      APOLOGIA  PRO  VITA  SUA.    Cabinet  Edition.    Crown  8vo. 

H^  6i.    Popular  Edition,    Crown  ivo.  H*.  6ti. 


^.rvV^A^n,^ 


London :  LONGMANS,  GREEN,  k  CO. 


CaBOISAL  IJBWUAN'S  WoBEl  (omliMMrf}. 


ESSAYS. 
ESSAYS  on  BIBLICAL  and  on  ECCLESL\STICAL  MIRACLES. 

CaUinM  K'iition.     Crown  8vo.  6*.     Popular  UdUioii.     Crown  8ni.  '.U.  (W, 

DISCUSSIONS  and  ARGUMENTS  on  VARIOUS  SUBJECTS. 

Cabinet  Sdition.    Crown  8vo.  ft«.    Popular  Edition.    Crown  8vo.  3t,  id. 
Co}rrt:NTti.-I.  Uow  to  ftCOompUab  it.    :t.  The  Antiohriat  nf  tlio  Fkuhen. 
3.  bcriplnrc  anri  TheCroeH.     1.  Ttemworth  Rcftdlng  Itoom.     H.  Who'*  to  Blami  t 
6.  An  Arguiaeal  foi  Christiaoitj. 

ESSAYS    CRITICAL   and   HISTORICAL.     Cabinet   Edition. 

2  vols.  Crun-ii  Sro.  Ma.  Popalar  Edition.  S  vola.  nimm  8vn.  T*. 
OOKTEinrs.— 1.  Poetry.  £.  Batlonnlinn.  S.  ApoatoMoU  Traditioii.  I,  Da  (■ 
Heutials.  &.  Palnier  no  Faith  and  Unity.  6.  Sl  Ignatius.  7.  Prwipcrtx  of  the 
Anglican  Oh aroh.  8.  The  Anglo-.\rrwrioau  Church.  9  Coantew  ot  Hum ioH>lon 
10.  CatboUdtv  of  tb«  Anglican  Church.  U.  The  AiUiehri^C  d[  Prutmiuiu 
18.  Milmon'aCbristla&Uy.  19.  Refomution  of  tlm  Blovmth  Centiur.  11.  Pr)tmt« 
Jodgment.     16.  Darisijn.     16   K»blc. 

HISTORICAL. 

HISTORICAL  SKETCHES.    8  vols.    Cabinet  Edition.    Crown 

Svo.  6i.  fAclt.     Popular  Rdltion.     Crown  8vo,  it,  ltd,  Moh. 
Contexts.— 1.  ThoTarln.  2.  Cloero.   S.  Apollonitu.  4.  Primitive  Cbriabanily. 
5.  Church  of  the  Fathers.    6.  St.  Obrymetom.    7.  Ilieodorei.    H.  Bt.  Bcoodlci. 
9.   Benedictine  SchooU.      10.  llnlverdttet.      It.  Nortlunca  and  Komaikk      II 
Uediwval  Oxford.    IS.  Convocation  of  Oant«rbuiy. 

THEOLOGICAL. 

The  ABIANS  of  tlie  FOURTH  CENTURY.     Cabinet  Bditton. 

Crown  gvo.  ^.    Ch««i>  Rdtilon.     Crown  8vo.  :te.  94. 

SELECT    TREATISES    of     ST.    ATHANASIUS     in     CON- 

TBOVBRSy  wlthUit-ARIANS.    FrtHily  TniulatMl.   2nibi.   Crawnflvo.  15a 

THEOLOGICAL  TRACTS.    Crown  8vo.  8». 

CoBTSKTs.— I.  nUMtriAtiDncaUs.  2.  Od  tho  Text  of  the  fl««i!B  fcbtiM  of 
6t.  Ignatitu.  3.  Doctrinal  Canaes  of  Aiianina.  4.  ApoUlnariaiutai.  S.  st.  CfriTt 
Furmiila.     6.  Ordo  de  Tempore.     7.  Doui^' Temion  oi  8orip<nrv. 

LITERARY. 

TBBSES  on  VARIOUS  OCCASIONS.    Cabinet  Edition.    Crown 

8to.  6«.     Popular  Edition.     Crown  8to.  3a.  Sd, 

LOSS  and  GAIN :  the  Story  of  a  ConTert.  Cabinet  Edition.  Crown 

Hto.  fU.     Popular  Edition.     Crown  Sto.  8«.  6rf. 

CALLI8TA:  a  Tale  of  the  Third  Century.     Cabinet  Edition. 

CYowQ  Svo.  (if.    Popular  Edition.    Crown  Sn<  3«.  6rf. 

The  DREAM  of  GERONTIUS.     ICmo.  6(/.  sawed ;  U.  cloth. 

DEVOTIONAL. 
MEDITATIONS  and  DEVOTIONS.     Part  I.     HediUtiotu 

ih«  Month  of  May.    Novcna  of  Bt.  Philip.    Pan  IL    The  8t»Uiit»  ol 
CroM.     UeditalJou  and  intorcwaioiu  for  Oood  Ftiiaj.     Utaoka,  Ae. 
Pan  lit.  Heditatloua  on  Chiiatiaa  Dootriiu.    Oanelnrfoa.    Obloof  Otowa 
Sto.  it.  net. 

London :  LOKGHAKS.  GREEN.  A  00. 


^^am 


